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SENATE. ¢
Moxopay, August 14, 1916.

The Senate met at 12 o'clock ‘m.

Bishop E. E. Hoss, D. D., of Nashville, Tenn., offered the
following prayer:

We thank Thee, our Heavenly Father, for the good providence
whiech has been over our lives during all the years that are past
and which has brought us in peace and safety to this hour. We

- pray Thee to let Thy blessing rest upon the deliberations of this
body to-day. Grant that everything that is done here may be
done in Thy fear and for Thy glory, and may eventuate in the
welfare of our country and the common interest of mankind.

Bless Thy servant, the Presiding Officer of this body, and all
the Senators from all the States, with their families, their wives
and children, and their constituents. Bless our country. We
thank God for this country, and especially praise Him at this
time that in the order of His providence while all the world is
in tumult and storm we are at peace; and we pray that in the
years to come we will be kept at peace, with honor. Protect and
preserve us, we beseech Thee, from the afflictions that distress
mankind. Hasten the coming of peace throughout the world.
O God, in Thy own way, in Thy own good time, send peace to the
disturbed and restless earth.

Listen to these our prayers. Forgive our sins and save us for
His sake, who taught us in prayer to say:

“ Our Father, who art in heaven, hallowed be Thy name; Thy
kingdom come; Thy will be done in earth as it is in heaven.
Give us this day our daily bread, and forgive us our trespasses
as we forgive those who trespass against us. Lead us not into
temptation, but deliver us from evil. For Thine is the kingdom
and the power and the glory for ever and ever.” Amen,

THE JOURNAL,

The Journal of the proceedings of Saturday last was read
and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE.

A message from the House of Representatives, by D. K. Hemp-
stead, its enrolling clerk, announced that the House had passed
the following bills:
8. 1781. An act for the relief of Nathaniel Monroe;
S. 1818. An act for the relief of Nelson T. Saunders:
8. 3539. An act for the relief of John L. Moon;
S. 6013. An act to confirm the entry of John Dowd ; and
S. 6331. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to
issue patent to William H. Ingle for homestead entiry in Colorado.
The message also announced that the House agrees to the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 11129) for the re-
lief of the-owners of the barkentine Mabel I. Meyers and her
master and crew, and for the relief of the owners of cargo of
molasses late on board said barkentine.
The message further announced that the House had passed
the bill (8. 6369) granting pensions and increase of pensions
to certain soldiers and sailors of the Regular Army and Navy
and of wars other than the Civil War, and to certain widows
and dependent relatives of such soldiers and sailors, with
amendments, in which it requested the concurrence of the
Senate.
The message also announced that the House had passed the
bill (8. 3533) for the relief of Mike G. Womack with an amend-
ment, in which it requested the concurrence of the Senate.
The message further announced that the House had passed
the following bills, In which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate:
H. R. 1093. An act for the relief of James Anderson;
H. R. 1358. An act for the relief of Everett H. Corson;
H. R. 1568. An act for the relief of N. Ferro;
R. 1571. An act for the relief of Albert T, Huso;

1867. An act for the relief of John Berrin;

1963. An act for the relief of John E. Keys;

: An act for the relief of Thomas P, Darr;

. An act for the relief of John W. Baggott;
3238. An act for the relief of Sarah K. Elliott;
3206, An act for the relief of Gertrude Becherer;
An act for the relief of George W, Laland;
. An act for the relief of Thomas E. Philips;
. An act for the relief of Frederick Chatean;
5385. An act for the relief of William A. Steward ;
5386. An act for the relief of James Campbell ;
e
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An act for the relief of Thomas J. Temple;
. An act for the relief of Edward F. McDermott,
mes Williams.
T045. An act for the relief of Caleb T, Holland;
T763. An act for the relief of Stephen J, Simpson;
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H. R. 8411, An act for the relief of James It. McGuire:

H. R. 8844. An act for the relief of H. B. Rogers;

H. k. 8045. An act for the relief of John I’, Chesley;

H. IR. 8970. An act for thé relief of James H. (). Mann;

H. R. 9968. An act for the relief of the legal representatives
of W. H. Mills, deceased;

H. R. 10007. An act for the relief of William H. Woods ;

H, I. 10173. An act for the relief of Anna C. Parrett;

H. R. 10697. An act for the relief of 8. Spencer Carr;’

H. R. 11288. An act for the relief of S, S. Yoder:

H. R, 11685. An act for the relief of Ivy L. Merrill ;

H. R. 11745. An act for the relief of S. E. Bennett;

H. R. 11860. An act for the relief of Halvor Nilsen;

H. R. 12135. An act to reimburse D. H. Carpenter, postmas-
ter at Seddon, Ala., for money and stamps stolen from said post
office at Seddon, Ala., and repaid by him to the Post Office De-
partment ;

H. R. 12145. An act for the relief of Joseph Manning;

H. R. 12240, An act for the relief of John Brodie;

H. . 13106. An act for the relief of the trustee and parties
who are now or who may hereafter become interested in the
estate of James A. Chamberlain under the terms of his will;

. R. 13788. An act for the relief of Joseph A. Prat;
R. 13820. An act for the relief of Mrs. Jennie Buttner;
. 14245, An act for the relief of Edward Looby ;

1

. 14571. An act for the relief of the Milwaukee Bridge

-}

14572. An act for the relief of Gertie Foss;

14784. An act for the relief of Alma Provost;
14826, An act for the relief of F. M. Barfield ;
14927, An act for the relief of William H. Boyer;
14978. An act for the relief of Ida Turner;

15109. An act for the relief of Catherine A. Fox;
15718, An act for the relief of Thomas Baker;
16519. An act for the relief of Joseph F. Mitchell;
16590. An act for the relief of George Le Clear;
16719. An act for the relief of John P. Sutton; and
16974. An act for the relief of John L, Kelley.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED.

The message also announced that the Speaker of the House
had signed the enrolled bill (H. I. 18982) to extend temporarily
the time for filing applications and fees and taking action in
the United States Patent Office in favor of nations granting
reciprocal rights to United States citizens.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS.

Mr. WORKS. I have two telegrams here in the nature of
memorials, one from the Los Angeles Clearing House Associa-
tion and the other from the California Bankers’ Association,
protesting against the imposition of a special tax upon banks
in the revenue bill. I ask that the telegrams may be printed in
the Recorp and referred fo the Committee on Finance.

The telegrams were referred to the Committee on Finance
and ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Los ANGELES, CAL., August 12, 1916.
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Hon. Joux D. WoRgs,
United States Benate, Washington, D, C.:

This association, representing 22 members and affiliated banks of Los
Angeles city, respectfully request that you uge every influence possible
toward preventing the reinstatement in'the revenue bLill now under con-
sideration of the special bankers’ tax of $1 per thousand. We oppose
most strenuousl nng such special tax as being discriminatory and un-
just unless applied to all corporations,

Los ANGELES CLEARING HOUSE ASSOCIATION,

J. F. BRI, President.

F. W. SmitH, Sccretary.

SaN Fraxcisco, CAL., August 13, 1910.

Hon. Joux D. Wonks,
United States Benate, Washingten, D. C.:

At a special meeting held here yesterday afternoon by the executive
council of the California Bankers' Association, representing 700 banks
in this Btate. it was unanimously resolved to most earnestly urge you
to use your best efforts to prevent the inclusion in the Senate revenue
bill of the proposed special tax upon the capital and surplus of banks.
This tax, If levied upon capital invested in a particular line of com-
merecial effort, would constitute a most unjust diserimination. Bankers
are entirely willing to bear their full share of the burdens of national
expense, but vigorously protest agaipst beilng singled and especially
taxed when capital otherwise employed in business activities is not
called upon in like manner,

CALIFORNIA BANKERS' ASSOCIATION.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. I may state in this connection that I
have received a number of telegrams of the same purport as
those presented by the Senator from California.

Mr, SMOOT. I desire also to state that I have received hun-
dreds of such telegrams, which I have not asked to have placed
in the REcorp,
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Mr. JONES. I have a telegram relating to the same matter,
reading as follows:
SEATTLE, WasH., August 13, 1916.

Hon, WESLEY L. JONES,
Washington, D. C.:

We are told Demoeratic eaucus may reinstnte special bankers’ tax in
revenue bill. We believe such tax is discriminatory and unfalr, and
respectfully urge your opposition to it.

: SEATTLE CLrARING ITOUSE ASSOCIATION.

This is from the Seattle Clearing House Association. I have
here another telegram from the Spokane Clearing House Associ-
ation making the same request. I ask that these telegrams may
be referred to the Committee on Finance in the hope that the
Democratic membership of that committee will call them to the
attention of the Demoeratic caucus. -

The VICE PRESIDENT. They will be so referred.

Mr. GRONNA. In connectlon with the subject referred to
by the Senator from Washington [Mr. Joxes] I have two tele-
grams which I ask may be referred to the Committee on
Finance, and I also ask that they may be printed in the REcORD.
They are very brief.

The telegrams were referred to the Committee on Finance
and ordered to be printed in the Reconp, as follows:

SroKANE, WAsI,, August 12, 1916.

Senator A. J. GRONNA,
Washington, D, C.2 >

* We understand the caucus is considering reinstating the speclal
bankers’ tax of $1 per thousand. We soliclt your opposition to the
measure, because the law discriminates and is unjust. Your assistance

will be appreciated.

R. L. RUTTER,
President Spokane & Eastern Trust Co.

Sroxaxn, Wasm., August 12, 1916.

Senator A, J. GRONNA,
Washington, D. C.:

We are Informed there is a possibl:itﬁ of the special bankers' tax be-
ing reinstated in the revenue bill. - The members of this association
will appreclate your efforts in endeavoring to defeat such an unjust and
discriminatory measure. ¥

SroxaANE CLEARING HOUSE ASSOCIATION,

Mr. CURTIS presented a petition of sundry citizens of Ar-
kansas City., Kans,, praying for action by the Government to
prevent a general railroad strike, which was referred to the
Committee on Interstate Commerce.

Mr., PHELAN presented petitions of the Chamber of Com-
merce of San Fernando and of the Chamber of Commerce of
Redlands, in the State of California, praying for the settlement
'of the difficulties between the railroads and their employees by
the Interstate Commerce Commission, which were referred to
the Committee on Interstate Commerce.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES.

Mr. JAMES, from the Committee on Patents, to which was
referred the bill (H. R. 13618) to amend section 4931 of the
Revised Statutes of the United States, reported adversely there-
on, and the bill was postponed indefinitely.

Mr. WALSH, from the Committee on the Judiciary, to which
was referred the bill (H. R. 15807) to provide for holding ses-
sions of the United States district court in'the distriet of Maine
and for dividing said district into divisions, and providing for
offices of the clerk and marshal of said district to be maintained
in each of said divisions, and for the appointment of a field
deputy marshal in the division in which the marshal does not
reside, reported it with amendments and submitted a report
(No. 7T86) thereon. *

Mr., REED, from the Committee on the Judiciary, to which
was referred the bill (8. 6843) to amend an act entitled “An act
to create a Commerce Court, and to amend an act entitled ‘An
act to regulate commerce,” approved February 4, 1887, as here-
tofore amended, and for other purposes,” approved June 18,
1010, reported it without amendment and submitted a report
(No. 787) thereon.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the

bill (8. 4500) to incorporate the World’s Sunday School Asso-
ciation, reported it with amendments and submitted a report
(No. 788) thereon.
* Mr. SHEPPARD, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to
which was referred the bill (8. 3180) to authorize the appoint-
ment of Clarence C. Kress to the grade of captain, United States
Army, Medical Corps, reported it without amendment and sub-
mitted a report (No. 789) thereon.

Mr. SWANSON, from the Committee on Public Buildings and
Grounds, to which was referred the bill (8. 4356) to enlarge,
extend, remodel, and repair the United States post-office and
courthouse building located at Baltimore, Md., reported it with
an amendment and submitted a report (No. 790) thereon.

LIII—T789

AIDS TO NAVIGATION.

Mr. CLARKE of Arkansas. I'rom the Committee on Com-
merce I report back favorably with an amendment the bill (H. It.
14338) to authorize aids to navigation and for other works in
the Lighthouse Serviee, and for other purposes.

I ask unanimous consent for the present consideration of the
bill, and in connection with the request I will make a short
statement.

This is what is known as the lighthouse bill. It contains pro-
vision for certain needed establishments in connection with that
service. The Senate passed a bill and the House passed a bill
on the same subject, but it did not contain all the provisions in-
cluded in the Senate bill. The Senate bill is now on the House
Calendar., The chairman of the House Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce advises me that there will be no further
meeting of that committee at this session, and the only way the
matter can be properly brought before the House of Representa-
tives in the absence of a reference to the committee is by the
course we propose to take now—to strike out the House bill and
to insert the Senate bill

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill.

The amendment of the committee was to strike out all after the
enacting clause and to insert:

That the Secretary of Commerce is hereby authorized fo establish,

rovide, or improve the following aids to navigation and other works
?n the Lighthouse Service, under the artment of Commerce, in
accordance with the respective limits of costs hereinafter respectively
set forth, which shall in no case be exceeded :

Light keepers’ dwolllnr;s and appurtenant structures, inclﬂdll:}.g sites
therefor, within the limit of cost fixed by the act approved February
24, 1907 (34 Stats., p. 998), $75,000.

Constructing and equipping I?ht vessels for general service om the
Great Lakes, or for general service, $150,000.

BECOND LIGHTHOUSE DISTRICT.

Constructing and Bgulpplng a lighthouse depot for the second light-
house district, $585,000.
THIRD LIGHTHOUSE DISTRICT.

Constructing, or purchasing, and equipping a lighthouse tender tfo
re;élnce tenders worn out in service in tge third lighthouse district,
$120,000

Improving the ‘lifht station, moving the foﬁ slgnal, and construct-
!.nﬁ a keeper's dwelling at Great Salt Pond Light Station, R. 1., $25,000.
mprovement of the offices and lsborat:){y at the general il
depot at Tompkinsville, Staten Island, N. Y., $21 K
mproving the alds to navigation on the East I}Riwz'.l', N. Y., $16,000.
FIFTH LIGHTHOUSE DISTRICT.

Constructing and equip{bing a llght vessel for station off Cape
Charles, Va., or for general service, $130,000.
Improving lights and fog signals leading to Cape Charles City, Va.,

ghthouse

12,800,
\ Improving aids to na\'iﬁé‘ion and establishing new aids on the east-
ern gogre of Chesapeake y and tributaries, Maryland and Virginia,
$29, a

NINTH LIGHTHOUSE DISTRICT.
Removal and rebullding on another site of the 11535 station and
dwelling at or near Point Boringuen, Porto Rice, $85,000,

TENTH LIGHTHOUSE DISTRICT.

Aids to navigation at Huron Harbor, Ohio, $4,500.
Improving the aids to navigation at i-‘atrpo f.larbor. Ohio, $42,000,

ELEVENTH LIGHTHOUSE DISTRICT.

Improving alds to navigation and establishing new aids at or near
the entrance to Keweenaw Waterway Harbor of Refuge, Portage River.

Mich., $£110,000.
TWELFTH LIGHTHOUSE DISTRICT.

Improving the light and fog-signal station at Manlt-owoc North
Breakwater, Wis,, $§1.000.

BIXTEENTH LIGHTHOUSE DISTRICT.

s GﬂAg}ﬁ} to navigation and improvement of existing aids in Alaska,
A SEVENTEENTH LIGHTHOUSE DISTRICT.

For the establishment of aids to navigation and improvement of
ct:xiisttlngsﬁa%% in Washington and Oregon, seventeenth lighthouse dls-
rict, ,000.

NINETEENTH LIGHTHOUSE DISTRICT.

Constructing and equipping a temporary lisihthouse depot at Hono-
lulu, Territory of Hawall, pending the establishment of a permanent
depot, $5,000; and authority is hereby granted to erect such temporary
depot on land to be leased
onstruction and equipment of a lighthonse depot for the nineteenth
lighthouse district, $90,000: Provided, That arrangements shall be
made to use for the purposes herein lands and property now belonging
to the United States and being used by the Navy for naval purposes,
BEc, 2. That hereafter the Becretary of Commerce is authorized
whenever he shall deem it advisable, to exchange any right of way of
the United States in connection with lands pertaining to the Light-
house Bervice for such other right of way as may be advantageous to
the service, under such terms and conditions as he may deem to be
for the best interests of the Government; and in case any expenses
are incurred by the United States in making such exchange the same
shall be payable from the appropriation * General expenses, Light-
ggng {-ltglvlca " for the fiscal year during which such exchange shall
ected, -
Sec. 8. That hereafter post lantern lights and other aids to navi-
tion may be establish and maintained, in the discretion of the
ommissioner of Lighthouses, out of the annual appropriation for
the Lighthouse Bervice on the Mobile, Tombighee, Warrior, and Black
Warrior: Rivers, Ala.
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Segc. 4. That the np]{m ation * General exp Lighthous
Service " shall be available for the purchase and necessary equipment
of one motorcycle and the repair and operation of the same for use
of the Lighthouse Service in the Hawalian Islands.

Sgc. 5. That hereafter light keepers and assistant light keepers of
relief without

the Lighthouse Service shall be entitled to medical
charge at hospitals and other stations of the Public Health Service
under the rules and regulations governing the care of seamen of the
merchant marine : Provided, That this benefit shall not apply to any
keeper or assistant keeper who recelves an original appointment after
the passage of this act unless the applicant passes a physical examina-
tien in accordance with rules approved by the Secretary of Commerce
and the Secretary of the Treasury.

The amendment was agreed to.

The bill was reported to the Senate, and the amendment was
concurred in.

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the bill to be
read a third time.

The bill was read the third time and passed.

BILLS INTRODUCED.

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous
consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. ASHURST:

A bill (8. 6857) for the relief of John Flanigan; to the Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. WADSWORTH (by request) :

A bill (8. 6858) to state the rights of nations and to lay the
foundations for the establishment of a Court of Nations, a Con-
gress of Nations, and an International Army and Navy, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

A bill (8. 6859) to amend section 8 of the act of April 26, 1910,
entitled “An act for preventing the manufacture, sale, or trans-
portation of adulterated or misbranded Paris greens, lead ar-
senates, and other insecticides and also fungicides, and for regu-
lating traflic therein, and for other purposes " ; to the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry.

By Mr. CHAMBERLAIN :

A bill (8. 6860) granting an increase of pension to Jonas H.
Upton (with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pen-
sions.

By Mr, CUMMINS: X

A bill (8. 6861) granting an increase of pension to David Gal-
braith (with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pen-
sions.

By Mr. CHAMBERLAIN:

A bill (8. 6862) for the relief of Amos Dahuff; to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs.

CIVIL EMPLOYEES IN THE NATIONAL GUARD.

Mr. PENROSE. I introduce a joint resolution which I ask to
have read for the information of the Senate and then referred to
the Committee on Military Affairs.

The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 164) for the relief of civil
employees of the Federal Government who are members of the
National Guard or Naval Militia of the several States, Terri-
tories, or the District of Columbia was read the first time by its
title and the second time at length and referred to the Com-
mitiee on Military Affairs, as follows:

Resolved, ete., That the President be, and he is hereby, authorized to
grant a leave of absence, with pay, to all civil employees of the United

tates of America, who, being members of the National Guard or Naval
Militia of any State or Territory, or of the District of Columbhia, b
reason thereof, shall have been or shall hereafter be summoned an
received into the military or naval service of the United States during
the continuation of su discharge th

RELIEF OF FLOOD SUFFERERS IN WEST VIRGINIA.

AMr. CHILTON. I introduce a joint resolution making an
appropriation for the temporary relief of the flood sufferers in
West Virginia. I ask that the joint resolution be read.

The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 165) for relief of the flood
sufferers in West Virginia, was read the first time by its title
and the second time at length, as follows:

Resolved, ete., That the sum of $200,000, or so much thereof as may
be necesia;iy. is berebringrropﬂated out of any money in the Treasury
not otherwise approp , for the relief of persons suffering by reason
ood: on the waters of the Kanawha, Mud, and Coal
Rivers in West Virginia. The Secretary of War, under such regulations
as he may prescribe from time to time, is anthorized to expend said
sum, or s0 much thereof as may be necessary, in relleving destitution
and caring for the injured and homeless who are suffering from the
result of sald flood and providing sanitary conditions; and he shall

accounts of hiz expenditures hereunder and 1 r the same
to Congress; and shall, as far as possible, cooperate with local and
State authorities, relief associations, and organizations; and he may
use an]v Army tents, equipment, or su plﬁ.:; which he may deem
proper in affording adequate and fm.med[a?e relief.

AMr, CHILTON. Mr. President, in connection with the joint
resolution I wish to have placed in the Recorp some telegrams
which T have received from the governor and other officials and
prominent citizens of the State of West Virginia,

service and until his erefrom,

of the recent

There being no objection, the matter referred to was ordered
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

CHArRLESTON, W. VA, August 13, 1916,
Hon. W. B. CHILTON,
United States Senate, Washington, D, O,:

Have just returned from visit through Cabin Creek and Coal River
distriets. Newspaper reports of the situation are not exaggerated, ex-
cept possible loss of life, which is approximately 75. More than 5,000
people are homeless and without food and clothing. Thirty to ﬁl'ty
thounsand dollars is needed for immediate relief work. I have issued
an appeal to fbeopie of the State for funds; provisions are belng dis-
tributed effect \'el{vthrous:h heroic efforts of 500 men of West Virginia
Natlonal Guard. est Virginla will be glad to receive any ald from the
Federal Government in this disaster, the most destructive in the history
of the Btate.

H. D. HarrieLp, Governor.

CroagrLesTOoN, W, Va. Augus 3, 19
Hon. W. B, CHILTON, " A i 8 i

United States Senate, Washington, D. O.:

Flood vietims have been qiven temporary relief In way of food sup-
lies and shelter, Nearly 1,000 families lost everything. By using
National Guard we have reached ractically all victims with food sup-
plies and there is no actual suffering. Permanent relief needed in an-
other week in way of clothing and honse furnishin On orders of
governor, I am purchasing and forwarding supplies for Immediate
needs, but, as you know, there Is no nppro%riation from which to pay
for such purchases. About §$50,000 needed for permanent relief. ov-
ernor has called upon people for relief fuud.

Boxp, Adjutant General.

St. ALBANS, W. VA., August 13, 1916.
W. BE. CHILTON, -
Washington, D, C.0
Coal River Lumber & Coal Co. rulned. Four drowned. Heavy relief
will be needed.
A. W. WaeaTox, Mayor.

CHARLESTON, W. VA, August 13, 1916,
Hon, W. B. CHIL

/TON,
United States Senate, Washington, D, O.:

Loss of life will reach about 60 ; property loss will exceed ?5.000 000.
Losses are on the Horse Creek, Mud River, portion of Little boa.l,
Big Coal River for about 80 miles, and all of main Cabin Creek.
About 1,000 families homeless, without eclothing or food, are
cared for liberal contributions. Feood and clothing being distribut
by the soldiers now encamped at Kanawha City by pack ns; rail-
road and wagon roads gone. It will take $150,000 to take care of
fhmrot homeless population. Can you do anything to help the people

ere

General Manager Char

CHARLESTON, W. VA, dugust 13, 1916.
W. E. CHILTON,

United States Senate, Washington, D, O.:

Just returned from Racine and Peytona. Two drowned at Pe&tona:
600 homeless from Seth to Ashford, with nothing left:; 1,500 this
district. Can you get temporary mail service esta lished from Marmet
to Peytona via Racine? Great relief. Wire in care Ruffner Hotel.

W. M. USBORNE,
United States Marshal.

DAVID A. JAYNE,
Daily G t

WaiTE SULPEUR SPRINGS, W. VA,
August 13, 1916—5.15 p. m.
E. CHIL

. W. TON,

United States Senate, Washington, D, O.:

Your wire my arrival here this morning. Have just returned from
walk and ride mounth to head of Cabin Creek. About TOO families have
lost all but clothes on their backs. Hundred thousand dellars should.
be raised quick in our State to buy beds. bedding, clothing, cooking
utensils, etc., to start these l;]»eopie. Though company’'s loss ls ap-
?nlllng, believe they will see that all are fed, but impossible for them
o do more. Appreciate your sympathy.

J. B. THOMAS,

Hon.

CHARLESTON, W. V., August 13, 1916,
Hon. W, E. CHI

LTON,
United States Benatie, Washington, D. O,: "

More than 1,000 familles made homeless and left without food or
eclothing. Roads and rallroads washed away. vod taken to them by
gack route with difficulty across mountains. This work is being done

y members of the National Guard encam at Kanawha City. Con-
tributions are liberal, but mot sufficlent to meet the needs of these
homeless and destitufe people. For 80 miles on Big Coal River not
& home left in the bottom lands. From my intimate knowledge of this
territory it will take $200,000, In addition to what wlll be rsﬁed here,
to take care of these people. I hope you may be able to help people.

BaAML, STEPHENSON,
Mr. CHILTON. I have just received a telegram from R. G.
Hubbard, of Charleston, W. Va., which I also ask to have in-
corporated in the Recorp. Mr. Hubbard is a partner in one of
the large wholesale firms in Charleston and is most conserva-
tive in his statements,
The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered.
The telegram is as follows: 3
CHARLESTON, W. VA., August 1j, 1916.
Hon. W. E. CHILTON,
Washington, D. O.:
We are irying to raise here not less than $100,000 for the homeless
in Cabin Creek and Coal River. Every new investigation shows situ-
ation worse than yet reported. Amonnt needed not less than $500,000.

This is a case where Government aid is needed.
R. G. OuBBAM,
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My, CHILTON. T ask that the joint resolution be referred to
the Committee on Approprintions. I do not see the chairman of
the committee liere, but I sincerely hope that the committee
will make an early report.

Alr, President, I hesitate to ask Congress to help the State of
West Virginia in this direct way, but I wish to state in this
connection that our people are responding liberally in this
catastrophe. The newspapers of that section are raising large
funds. One, 1 see, has raised two or three thousand dollars.
The State government has responded promptly, but the extent
of the digaster is such that it is impossible for local help to be
adequate. The flood extends over a distance of probably 100
miles. It has destroyed millions of dollars of property and a
great many lives and has rendered many thousands of our peo-
ple liomeless. The situation is but partially covered by these
telegrams, In addition to the telegrams from Gov. Hatfield
and Adjt. Gen. Bond, I call attention to that of Mr. J. R.
Thomas, a prominent citizen, who is a great sufferer financially
himself, who has been personally over that part of the flooded
aren on Cabin Creek, and he speaks from actual observation;
and I know that his statements ecan be relied upon. Mr. Os-
borne is the United States marshal and Mr. Stephenson is a
prominent citizen, and both are well acquainted with the ‘Coal
River section which was inundated, and speak from actual
‘knowledge. Mr. Jayne, of the Gazette, is one of those con-
nected with relief work, and is in a position to have reliable
information. Mayor Wheaton, of St. Albans, is in a position to
speak with knowledge of the lower Coal River section. In ad-
dition to these, I have information, through ex-Gov. Mac-
Corkle and other friends, communicated by telephone and tele-
grams, which enables me to say that the situation is critical
and the Government should extend aid not alone from the
promptings of humanity, but in the interests of the public
health.

Mr. PENROSE. The Senator is not very easy to hear on this
gide of the Chamber. Does he ask for an appropriation?

Mr. CHILTON. Yes. I ask that the joint resolution be
rveferred to the Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. PENROSE. How much does the Senator ask for?

Mr. CHILTON. I ask for $200,000.

Mr. PENROSE. I thought I would move to amend the joint
resolution so as to give several hundred thousand dollars to
Pittsburgh, I have here a newspaper clipping which I should
like to have read by the Secretary for the information of the
Senate and the Senator.

The VICE PRESIDENT.
lhears none,

Mr. PENROSE. Of course the Senator will accept the amend-
ment in his beneyolence, I have no doubt,

Mr. CHILTON. The joint resolution goes to the committee,
I can not accept an amendment.

Mr. PENROSH. I should like to have the clipping read.

The Secretary read as follows:
$1,000,000 STORM LOSS IN PITTSBURGII DISTRICT—SOME STREETS COVERED

WITIH 2 FEET OF DEBRIS AND SUBURBAN TRAFFIC CRIPPLED—TWO LIVES

TOLL OF DELUGE—FAMILIES MADE HOMELESS AND RELIEF MOVEMENT
STARTED TO ALLEVIATE DISTRESS, ”

Is there objection? The Chair

PITTSBURGH, Augusi 6, 1016,

I'ollowing the destructive storm which swept this region Baturday
afternoon, caunsing two deaths, endangering many others, and causin,
more than $1,000,000 loss by fire, lightning, and rain, thousands o
men have been put to work repairing damage. The west and south
hills distriet of the ecity suffered most, nntl{ streets are covered
with 2 inches to 2 feet of débris and mud. raffic will be crippled
in Hays, Homestend, West Homestead, Braddock, Turtle Creek, Mun-

1, I'nirhaven, and other suburbs for several 8.

Search in Saw Mill Run from the nineteenth ward to the Ohio River
by DPcter Bandel disclosed no trace of the body of his daughter, Mary
Bandel, aged 15, who was drowned near her home in BEdgebrook Ave-
nue during the storm, when she went into a chicken coop on the brink
of the swollen creck to save chickens.

Edward Duncan, aged 50, was killed instantly by lii{ntnlng in his
'liwmu I'el(t] Trotter while the storm was at its helght. is home was

amaged.

In Hays, across the Mononganhela River from Pittsburgh, where many
families were made homeless when the Glass Run Creek overflowed
its banks during the tempest, a movement was started to-day to raise
a reiiel fund, Nelghbors last night provided shelter for the families
whose homes were destroyed.

The foundations of more than a score of houses were washed away
in the vicinity of Glass Run. Fifty carloads of débris were removed by
the DLaltimore & Ohio Railroad to-day from Rand Station, where the
storm caused a landslide.

Munhall was without water last night and to-day as a result of the
South Pittsburgh water main, near Hays, having burst.

Bix children who were reporfed missing from their home in IHays
during the storm, and were believed to have perished, were found in
the homes of nel;rvhhors to-day. Mothers became almost frantic when
their children failed to return home during the storm. They hurried
to police headquarters, and a squad of police was detailed to Investigate.

Mr, CHILTON. Mr. President, I should like to ask the Sena-

tor if he is in good faith about this request? The Senator has
Joked so much with the Senate of late that I never can tell, at

least by his expression, whether he is in earnest or whether he
is making fun.

Mr, PENROSE. No, Mr. President; if $200,000 is to go to flood
sufferers in West Virginia, T want a similar amount to go to
Pittsburgh, and other cases I think will occur to me between now
and to-morrow to further amend the joint resolution.

Mr. CHILTON. Mr, President, I apprehended just what the
Senator’'s motive was, I want to say to him that West Virginia
has had a great many floods, a great many misfortunes, a great
many terrible things in the way of water catastrophes and fire
losses. This is the first time she has ever presented a matter
of this kind to Congress, and it was only on the representation
of an official character from the governor and other prominent
people of the State that many thousands of people were in danger
of losing their lives as a result of this terrible catastrophe that
I introduced the joint resolution. I want to call the attention
of the Senate to the fact that many appropriations of this kind
have been made, some of them during the present session. I do
not think this request on the part of the officials and prominent
people of the State, people who are contributing of their own
means to the extent of their ability, who come with a petition
saying that thousands of children and women are in distress,
should be met in the contemptuous or the laughing way sug-

" gested by the remarks of the Senator from Pennsylvania and

the newspaper clipping he had read at the desk. I do not think
it is a time when we should be making merriment over the
distress of thousands of women and children. I am introducing
the joint resolution in good faith. I ask the committee for
prompt work in disposing of it, and I shall ask the Senate to
consider it seriously, not in the light.vein suggested by the
remarks of the Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. OLIVER. Mr. President, as a resident of Pittsburgh I
think I ought fo say the suggestion of my colleague did not
emanate from that city. We are not asking for any Federal
help at this time.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The joint resolution will be re-
ferred to the Committee on Appropriations.

THE REVENUE.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Mr. President, I ask that an amendment
to be proposed to the revenue bill (H. IR. 16763), which I send to
the desk, may be read for the information of the Senute.

The Secretary read as follows:

That on and after the passage of this act there shall be levied, col-
lected, and pald on all certificates of stock or investment securities
impori;ed from any foreign country to the United States or into any
of its possessions the rates and duties as follows:

Upon bonds or time obligations of foreign Governments the customs -
duty of 1 per cent upon the par value.

Jpon bonds or time obligations extending more than one year of all
companies incorporated under the laws of the United States or of
any State thereof or of the District of Columbia or of any foreign
country 1 per cent of the par value thereof.

Upon certificates of capital stock whether common or preferred in all
companies incorporated forelgn countries or in the United States or
in any State thereof or in the District of Columbia the customs duty of
= per cent upon the par value thereof.

The above rates of duty shall apply whether the actual bonds or
actual certifieates of stock are imported or whether only certificates of
beneficial interest or Ieﬁ:l ownership are imported and they shall
apply whether said stocks, bonds, or certificates are imported for or
upon purchase and sale or whether they are imported only for the pur-
pose of security for loans or borrowed for use of any sort.

Any person whether owner or consignee or agent acting in the impor-
tation of said stocks, bonds, or certificates shall enter them as pre-
scribed by the SBecretary of the Treasury and make a declaration upon
a form to be prescribed by him and filed with the collector of the port
at the time of entry, similar to what is requlred in the case of the
entering of merchandise by invoice. Any attempt to Import such
stocks, bonds, or certificates in any other way for the purpose of avoid-
ing the payment of customs duty by concealing the fact of said Imlpm'-
tq%ion from the customs authorities shall be deemed a violation of Iaw,
and any person so violating shall upon conviction be fined for each
offense the amount not exceeding 50 per cent of the market wvalue of
the stocks, bonds, and certificates so imported or sought to be im-
ported, or be imprisoned for a time not exceeding two years, or both,
at the diseretion of the court,

AMENDMERT TO DEFICIENCY APPROPRIATION DBILL.

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina submitted an amendment pro-
posing to appropriate $7,055.94, being the unpaid part of the
appropriation heretofore made to Benjamin Harry Rutledge,
administrator of Adam Tunno, surviving partner of Tunno &
Co., on the ship Leeds Packet, Richard Bunce, master, in the
act of Congress approved March 3, 1809, ete., intended to be
proposed by him to the general deficiency appropriation bill,
which was referred to ithe Committee on Appropriations and
ordered to be printed.

COMPENSATION OF INJURED EMPLOYEES.

Mr. GALLINGER submitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by him to the bill (H. R. 15316) to provide compensa-
tion for employees of the United States suftering injuries while
in the performance of their duties, and fur other purposes,
which was ordered to lie on the table and be priuted.
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THE MERCHANT MARINE.

Mr. GALLINGER submitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by him to the bill (H. R, 15455) to establish a United
States shipping board for the purpose of encouraging, develop-
ing, and creating a naval auxiliary and naval reserve and a mer-
chant marine to meet the requirements of the commerce of the
United States with its Territories and possessions and with for-
eign countries; to regulate carriers by water engaged in the
-foreign and interstate commerce of the United States; and for
other purposes, which was ordered to lie on the table and be
printed.

WITHDRAWAL OF PAPERS—OSCAR W. LOWERY.

On motion of Mr. Cunains it was

Ordered, That leave be granted te withdraw from the files of the
Benate the &apers in the case of 8. 1181, -a bill ting an increase
Oscar W. Lowery, no adverse having been made

of pension
thereon. )
CHARLESTON & NORFOLK STEAMSHIP CO.

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina. I offer a resolution which I
send to the desk in reference to sundry petitions of certain cor-
porations and individuals in the city of Charleston, 8. C., look-
ing to a rehearing of a rate proposition. I ask that the resolu-
tion be read and referred to the Committee on Interstate

erce.
The resolution (8. Res. 249) was read and referred to the
Committee on Interstate Commerce, as follows:

Whereas the Charleston & Norfolk Steamship Co., a corporation duly
empowersd by charter from the State of South Carolina to acguire,
by purchase or otherwise, steamships and operate the same nos com-
mon carriers; and

Whereas sald company petitioned the Imterstate Commerce Commission
to 1put into effect certaln proportional rates from Clnecinnati, Louis-
ville, ete., to Norfolk and Newport News on trafic des to
Charleston, 8. C., such proportional now being rq}pliut by aforesaid
rallway companies in connection with rail lines leading south into
Carolina territory; and

Whereas the Interstate Commerce Commission, in an opinlon dated
June 30, 1916 (docket 8081), dismissed said petition on the ground
that the petitioner was not a common carrier ; and

Whereas the Interstate Commerce Commission, In Flour City Steam-
ship Co. v. the L. V. R. R. Co. (1. C. C. . No, 24, 179-
186), defined the status of a common carrier by water, sach as pro-

to opernte under nondiscriminatory traffic arrangements, im
specific terms; and

Whereas the positlon of the Charleston & Norfolk Stenmn]:.lli Co. is the
same as that of the Flour City Steamship Co., in that said company
ran not afford to make enormous expenditures in equipment, pend-
ing a deecision as to whether or not it is entitled to the nondiscrim-
g_nithtorr E]mmc arrangements with the rail carrlers leading into Nor-

olk; an

Whereas subsequent to the decision of the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission in the Flour City Steamship Co. case, the act to te com-
merce has been further strengthened by the passage of the Panama
Canal act, under date of August 24, 1912, which empowers the Inter-
state Commerce Commission to establish proportional rates over rail
lines when property may be or s transported to or from port by rafl
carriers ; and

Whereas this act confers additional powers upon the Interstate Com-
merce Commission to those it exercised when the Flour City case
wag decided; and

Whereas the Charleston & Norfolk Bteamship Ce. has been organized

by the merchants of Charleston for the express pu of bri
relief from an unduly diseriminatory rate adjustment and for afford-
ing an economical means of tran tion ; and

Whereas {he Interstate Commerce mmisslon, in its decision In the
Flour City case, established the prineiple that the comp:;?' was enti-
tled to a decision on the merits of the case before the d company
made large expenditures in equipment: Therefore be it
Resolved, That the Intersiate Commerce Commission be requested to

initiate an inwestigation upon its own motion, and in conjunction with

this proceeding, reopen the case of the Charleston & Norfolk Steamshi

Co. v. the Chesapeake & Ohio Rallway Co. et al. (docket 8081), an

give all parties an opportunity te submit any further testimony or

arguments, and that an opinion be remndered by the Interstate m-

merce Commission as to whether or mot the proportional rates prayed

for by the petitioner will or will not be granted, in advance of the
actual purchase of the steamships.

EXEMPTIONS FROM CIVIL-SERVICE REQUIREMENTS.

Mr. PENROSE. I submit a Senate resolution, and, as it
merely asks for information from one of the departments, per-
Laps there will be no objection to its present consideration. I
ask that the reselution be read.

The resolution (8. Res. 246) was read as follows:

Resoloed, That the Unlied States Civil Service Commission be, and it
is herchy, reinlmsted to send to the Senate a list of the Executive orders
issued slace March 4, 1913, exempting appointees in the Federal service
from civil-service reguirements; or placing em?lo{ees under the
service proviously appointed outside of any eligible list prescribed by the
Civil Serviee Commission.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present
consideration of the resetution?

Mr. POMERENE, T sk that the resolution lie over until to-
MOrrow. A

The VICE PRESIDENT, The resolution goes over under the
rule.

APPOINTMENTS IN THE STATE DEPARTMENT.

Mr, PENROSH. Then, Mr. President, I offer the resolution
which I send to the desk and ask to have it read, considered,
and passed, if there is no objection. The resolution merely asks
for information.

The resolution (S. Res. 24T7) was read as follows:

Resolved, That the Secretary of State be, and he is hereby, requested
D e o S vt Do Aioulk ot 48 o
e number of employees w ave a ted to

in the Btate t slgl:e’July 1, 1918, o e

Second. What increase in the force of employees in the State Depart-
e e wr o bl apjointed sinee 3

5 & num of employees ap. ce July 1, 1913, fro:

ellglbil’iustx upon certification {y the United States Cigll Service Co:

Fourth. The number of empl ppointed tem rily any

civil-service examination or geo n:[nn by the c?fﬁnsem‘gm&‘éms-

and who subsequently were covered into the eivil service under

an ecutive order dated 18, 1916, being Executive order No. 2383,

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present
consideration of the resolution?

Mr. POMERENE. I ask that the resolution go over under the

rule.
'il‘he VICE PRESIDENT. The resolution goes over under the
ruie;
COLLECTION OF DISCRIMINATING DUTIES.

Mr. JONES. I offer a Senate resolution which I send to the
desk, and I ask unanimous consent for its immediate considera-
tion.

The resolution (S. Res. 248) was read, as follows:

Resolved, That the Secre of the Treasury be directed to furnish
the information called for by te Resolution 133 of March 16, 1916,
gr rf::l;:g to the Benate promptly why such information can mnot be

n .

The VICE PRESIDENT. 1Is there objection to the present
consideration of the resolution?
Mr. SMITH of Georgia. Yes, Mr. President, I object to the
present consideration of the resolution and ask that it lie over.
The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolution will lie over under
the rule and be printed. The morning business is closed.
ADDRESS BY HON. JOHN A. MAGUIRE.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I ask to have printed as a public docu-
ment an address delivered by former Representative John A.
Maguire on the practical workings of the Congress, which was
a very popular address.

Mr. SMOOT. Let the matter be referred to the Commiitee
on Printing.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I have no particular objection to that.

Mr. FLETCHER. Under the law the address should be
referred to the Committee on Printing.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. It is a small matter, and the address is
a very popular exposition of how Congress operates,

Mr. SMOOT. I object to its being printed as a public docu-
ment without a reference to the Committee on Printing.

Mr. FLETCHER. Under the law the resolution will have to
go to the Committee on Printing.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the law the address will be
referred to the Committee on Printing.

GOVERNMENT OF THE PHILIPPINES—CONFERENCE REPORT (8. 10C.
NO. 530).

Mr, HITCHCOCK. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent,
on behalf of the conference commitiee on the Philippine bill, to
withdraw the report filed by me a few days ago. I shall submit
another report later in the day.

The VICE PRESIDENT, Isthereobjection? The Chair hears
none, and the conference report is withdrawn. ’

Mr. HITCHCOCK subsequently said: I submit the conference
report on the bill 8. 381, known as the Philippine government bill.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The report will lie on the table and
be printed.

The conference report is as follows:

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendments of the House to the bill (8. 381)
to declare the purpose of the people of the United States as to
the future political status of the people of the Philippine Islands,
and to provide a more autonomous government for those islands,
having met, after full and free conference have agreed to recom-
mend and do recommend to their respective Houses as follows:

That the Senate recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ments of the House numbered 2, 8, and 4, and agree to the same.

That the Senate recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the House numbered 1, and agree to the same with an
amendment as follows: In lieu of the matter proposed by the
House insert the following: .

“That the provisions of this act and the name °‘the Phil-
ippines ' as used in this act shall apply to and include the Phil-
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ippine Islands ceded to the United States Government by the
treaty of peace concluded between the United States and Spain
on the 11th day of April, 1899, the boundaries of which are set
forth in Article 111 of said treaty, together with those islands
_embraced in the treaty between Spain and the United States
concluded at Washington on the Tth day of November, 1900.

* Sec. 2. That all inhabitants of the Philippine Islands who
were Spanish subjects on the 11th day of April, 1809, and then
resided in said islands, and their children born subsequent
thereto, shall be deemed and held to be citizens of the Philip-
pine Islands, except such as shall have elected to preserve their
allegiance to the Crown of Spain in accordance with the pro-
vigions of the treaty of peace between the United States and
Spain, signed at Paris, December 10, 1898, and except such
others as have since become citizens of some other country:
Provided, That the Philippine Legislature, herein provided for,
is hereby authorized to provide by law for the acguisition of
Philippine citizenship by those natives of the Philippine Islands
who do not come within the foregoing provisions, the natives of
the insular possessions of the United States, and such other per-
sons residing in the Philippine Islands who are citizens of the
United States, or who could become citizens of the United States
under the laws of the United States if residing therein.

“ Sec. 3. That no law shall be enacted in said ilands which
shall deprive any person of life, liberty, or property without due
process of law, or deny to any person therein the equal protee-
tion of the laws. Private property shall not be taken for publie
use without just compensation.

“That in all criminal prosecutions the accused shall enjoy
the right to be heard by himself and counsel, to demand the
nature and cause of the accusation against him, to have a speedy
and publie trial, to meet the witnesses face to face, and to have
g:ﬁ;;}tfnsory process to compel the attendance of witnesses in his

half.

“That no person shall be held to answer for a criminal of-
fense without due process of law; and no person for the same
offense shall be twice put in jeopardy of punishment, nor shall
be compelled in any criminal case to be a witness against him-
self.

“That all persons shall before conviction be bailable by suf-
ficient sureties, except for capital offenses,

= Ttgg.t no law impairing the obligation of contracts shall be
enacted. ;

“That no person shall be imprisoned for debt.

“That the privilege of the writ of habeas eorpus shall not
be suspended, unless when in cases of rebellion, insurrection, or
invasion the publie safety may require it, in either of which
events the same may be suspended by the President, or by the
Governor General, wherever during such period the necessity
for such suspension shall exist. :

“That no ex post facto law or bill of attainder shall be enacted
nor shall the law of primogeniture ever be in force in the
Philippines.

“That no law granting a title of nobility shall be enacted,
and no person holding any office of profit or trust in said islands
shall, without the consent of the Congress of the United States,
accept any present, emolument, office, or title of any kind what-
ever from any king, queen, prince, or foreign State.

*That excessive bail shall not be reguired, nor excessive fines
imposed, nor cruel and unusual punishment inflicted.

“That the right to be secure against unreasonable searches
and seizures shall not be violated.

“That slavery shall not exist in said islands; nor shall in-
voluntary servitude exist therein except as a punishment for
erime whereof the party shall have been duly convicted.

“That no law shall be passed abridging the freedom of speech
or of the press, or the right of the people peaceably to assemble
and petition the Government for redress of grievances,

*That no law shall be made respecting an establishment of
religion or prohibiting the free exercise thereof, and that the
free exercise and enjoyment of religious profession and worship,
without discrimination or preference, shall forever be allowed ;
and no religious test shall be required for the exercise of eivil
or political rights. No public money or property shall ever be
appropriated, applied, donated, or used, directly or indirectly,
for the use. benefit, or support of any sect, church, denomination,
sectarian institution, or system of religion, or for the use, benefit,
or support of any priest, preacher, minister, or other religious
teacher or dignitary as such. Contracting of polygamous or
plural marriages hereafter is prohibited. That no law shall
be construed to permit polygamous or plural marriages.

“That no money shall be paid out of the Treasury except in
pursuance of an appropriation by law.

*“That the rule of taxation in said islands shall be uniform,

“ That n,tf bill which may be enacted into law shall embrace
more than one subject, and that subject shall be expressed in the
title of the bill.

“That no warrant shall issue but upon probable eause, sup-
ported by oath or affirmation, and particularly describing the
place to be searched and the person or things to be seized.

“That all money collected on any tax levied or assessed for a
special purpose shall be treated as a special fund in the treasury
and paid out for such purpose only.

“ 8Ec. 4. That all expenses that may be incurred on account of
the Government of the Philippines for salaries of officials and
the conduct of their offices and departments, and all expenses
and obligations coniracted for the internal improvement or de-
velopment of the islands, not, however, including defenses, bar-
racks, and other works undertaken by the United States, shall,
except as otherwise specifically provided by the Congress, be paid
by the Government of the Philippines.

“ Sec. 5. That the statutory laws of the United States here-
affer enacted shall not apply to the Philippine Islands, except
when they specifically so provide, or it is so provided in this act.

* 8SEc. 6. That the laws now in force'in the Philippines shall
continue in force and effect, except as altered, amended, or
modified herein, until altered, amended, or repealed by the legis-
lative authority herein provided or by act of Congress of the
United States.

“ Sec. 7. That the legislative authority herein provided shall
have power, when not inconsistent with- this act, by due enact-
ment to amend, alter, modify, or repeal any law, civil or eriminal,
continued in force by this act as it may from time to time see fit.

“ This power shall specifically extend with the limitation herein
provided as to the tariff to all laws relating to revenue and
taxation in effect in the Philippines.

‘“ Sec. 8. That general legislative power, except as otherwise
herein provided, is hereby granted to the Philippine Legislature,
authorized by this act.

“ 8kc. 9. That all the property and rights which may have
been acquired in the Philippine Islands by the United States
under the treaty of peace with Spain, signed December 10, 1898,
except such land or other property as has been or shall be des-
ignated by the President of the United States for military and
other reservations of the Government of the United States, and
all lands which may have been subsequently acquired by the
government of the Philippine Islands by purchase under the pro-
visions of sections 63 and 64 of the act of Congress approved
July 1, 1902, except such as may have heretofore been sold and
disposed of in accordance with the provisions of said act of
Congress, are hereby placed under the control of the government
of said islands to be administered or disposed of for the benefit
of the inhabitants thereof, and the Philippine Legislature shall
have power to legislate with respect to all such matters as it
may deem advisable; but acts of the Philippine Legislature with
reference to land of the public domain, timber, and mining,
hereafter enacted, shall not have the force of law until approved
by the President of the United States: Provided, That upon the
approval of such an act by the Governor General, it shall be by
him forthwith transmitted to the President of the United States,
and he shall approve or disapprove the same within six months
from and after its enactment and submission for his approval,
and if not disapproved within such time it shall become a law
the same as if it had been specifically approved: Provided fur-
ther, That where lands in the Philippine Islands have been or
may be reserved for any public purpose of the United States,
and, being no longer required for the purpose for which re-
served, have been or may be, by order of the President, placed
under the control of the government of said islands to be ad-
ministered for the benefit of the inhabitants thereof, the ord =
of the President shall be regarded as effectual to give the gov-
ernment of said islands full control and power to administer
and dispose of such lands for the benefit of the inhabitants of
said islands.

“ Sec. 10. That while this act provides that the Philippine
government shall have the authority to enact a tariff law the
trade relations between the islands and the United States shall
continue to be governed exclusively by laws of the Congress of the
United States: Provided, That tariff acts or acts amendatory to
the tariff of the Philippine Islands shall not become law until
they shall receive the approval of the President of the United
States, nor shall any act of the Philippine Legislature affecting
immigration or the currency or coinage laws of the Philippines
become a law until it has been approved by the President of the
United States: Provided furiher, That the President shall ap-
prove or disapprove any act mentioned in the foregoing proviso
within six months from and after its enactment and submission
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for his approval, and if not disapproved within such time it shall
become a law the same as if it had been specifically approved.

*“Sec. 11. That no export duties shall be levied or collected on
exports from the Philippine Islands, but taxes and assessments
on property and license fees for franchises, and privileges, and
internal taxes, direct or indirect, may be imposed for the pur-
poses of the Philippine government and the provincial and mu-
nicipal governments thereof, respectively, as may be provided
and defined by acts of the Philippine Legislature, and, where
necessary to anticipate taxes and revenues, bonds and other
obligations may be issued by the Philippine government or any
provincial or municipal government therein, as may be pro-
vided by law and to protect the public credit: Provided, however,
That the entire indebtedness of the Philippine government cre-
ated by the authority conferred herein shall not exceed at any
one time the sum of $15,000,000, exclusive of those obligations
known as friar-land bonds, nor that of any Province or munici-
pality a sum in excess of T per cent of the aggregate tax valua-
tion of its property at any one time.

“8Sec. 12, That general legislative powers in the Philippines,
except as herein otherwise provided, shall be vested in a legis-
lature which shall consist of two houses, one the senate and
the other the house of representatives, and the two houses
shall be designated ‘The Philippine Legislature’: Provided,
That until the Philippine Legislature as herein provided shall
have been organized the existing Philippine Legislature shall
have all legislative authority herein granted to the government
of the Philippine Islands, except such as may now be within the
exclusive jurisdiction of the Philippine Commission, which
is so continued until the organization of the legislature herein
provided for the Philippines, When the Philippine Legislature
shall have been organized, the exclusive legislative jurisdiec-
tion and authority exercised by the Philippine Commission
shall thereafter be exercised by the Philippine Legislature.

* Sec. 13. That the members of the senate of the Philippines,
except as herein provided, shall be elected for terms of six
and three years, as hereinafter provided, by the qualified elec-
tors of the Philippines. Each of the senatorial districts de-
fined as hereinafter provided shall have the right to elect two
senators. Ne person shall be an elective member of the senate
of the Philippines who is not a qualified elector and over 30
years of age, and who is not able to read and write either the
Spanish or English language, and who has not been a resident
of the Philippines for at least two consecutive years and an
actual resident of the senatorial district from which chosen for
a period of at least one year immediately prior to his election,

“ Sec. 14. That the members of the house of representatives
shall, except as herein provided, be elected triennially by the
qualified electors of the Philippines. Each of the representative
districts hereinafter provided for shall have the right to elect
one representative. No person shall be an- elective member of
the house of representatives who is not a qualified elector and
over 25 years of age, and who is not able to read and write
either the Spanish or English language, and who has not been
an actual resident of the distriet from which elected for at
least one year immediately prior to his election: Provided, That
the members of the present assembly elected on the first Tuesday
in June, 1916, shall be the members of the house of repre-
Rentg;gres from their respective districts for the term expiring
in 1919.

“ 8ec. 15. That at the first election held pursuant to this act,
the qualified electors shall be those having the qualifications of
voters under the present law: thereafter and until otherwise
provided by the Philippine Legislature herein provided for the
qualifications of voters for senators and representatives in the
}_‘l]:!llippines and all officers elected by the people shall be as

ollows :

“ Every male person who is not a citizen or subject of a for-
eign power 21 years of age or over—except insane and feeble-
minded persons and those convicted in a court of competent
Jurisdiction of an infamous offense since the 18th day of August,
1898—who shall have been a resident of the Philippines for one
Yyear and of the municipality in which he shall offer to vote for
six months next preceding the day of voting, and who is com-
prised within one of the following classes:

“(a) Those who under existing law are legal voters and have
exercised the right of suffrage.

“{b) Those who own real properiy to the value of #3500, or
who annually pay £30 or more of the established taxes.

“{e) Those who are able to read and write either Spanish,
English, or a native language.

*SEc. 16. That the Philippine Islands shall be divided into
12 senate districts, as follows:

“ First district: Batanes, Cagayan, Isabeln, Ilocos Norte, and
Ilocos Sur.

* Second district: La Union, Pangasinan, and Zambales.

“Third district: Tarlae, Nueva Ecija, Pampanga, and DBu-
lacan.

“ Fourth district: Bataan, Rizal, Manila, and Laguna.

“ Fifth distriet: Batangas, Mindoro, Tayabas, and Cavite.

* Sixth district: Sorsogon, Albay, and Ambos Camarines,

“ Seventh district: Iloilo and Capiz.

“ Eighth district: Negros Occidental, Negros Oriental, An-
tique, and Palawan.

“ Ninth district: Leyte and Samar.

“Tenth district: Cebu.

“ Eleventh district: Surigao, Misamis, and Bohol.

“ Twelfth district: The Mountain Province, Bagulo, Nueva
Vizeaya, and the Department of Mindanao and Sulu.

“ The representative districts shall be the 81 now provided by
law, and 3 in the Mountain Province, 1 in Nueva Vizcaya, and 5
in the Department of Mindanao and Sulu.

“The first election under the provisions of this act shall be
held on the first Tuesday of October, 1916, unless the Governor
General in his discretion shall fix another date not earlier than
30 nor later than 60 days after the passage of t s act: Pro-
vided, That the Governor General's proclamation shall be pub-
lished at least 80 days prior to the date fixed for the election,
and there shall be chosen at such election one senntor from each
senate district for a term of three years and one for six years.
Thereafter one senator from each district shall be elected from
each senate district for a term of six years: Provided, That the
Governor General of the Philippine Islands shall appoint, with-
out the consent of the senate and without restriction as to rest-
dence, senators and representatives who will, in his opinion,
best represent the senate district and those representative dis-
tricts which may be included in the territory not now repre-
sented in the Philippine Assembly : Provided further, That there-
after elections shall be held only on such days and under such
regulations as to ballots, voting, and qualifications of electors
as may be preseribed by the Philippine Legislature, to which is
hereby given authority to redistrict the Philippine Islands and
modify, amend, or repeal any provision of this section, except
such as refer to appointive senators and representatives.

“ 8Ec. 17. That the terms of office of elective senators and rep-
resentatives shall be six and three years, respectively, and shall
begin on the date of their election. In case of vacancy among
the elective members of the senate or in the house of representa-
tives special elections may be held in the districts wherein such
vacancy occurred under such regulations as may be preseribed by
law, but senators or representatives elected in such cases shall
hold office only for the unexpired portion of the term wherein
the vacancy occurred. Senators and representatives appointed
by the Governor General shall hold office until removed by the
Governor General. *

“8Sec. 18, That the senate and house of representatives, re-
spectively, shall be the sole judges of the elections, returns, and
qualifications of their elective members, and each house may
determine the rules of its proceedings, punish its members for
disorderly behavior, and, with the concurrence of two-thirds,
expel an elective member. Both houses shall convene at the
capital on the 16th day of October next following the election
and organize by the election of a speaker or a presiding officer,
a clerk, and a sergeant at arms for each house, and such other
officers and assistants as may be required. A majority of each
house shall constitute a quorum to do business, but a smaller
number may meet, adjourn from day to day, and compel the
attendance of absent members. The legislature shall hold an-
nual sessions, commencing on the 16th day of October, or, if the
16th day of October be a legal holiday, then on the 1st day fol-
lowing which is not a legal holiday, in each year. The legis-
lature may be called in special session at any time by the Goy-
ernor General for general legislation, or for action on such specifie
subjects as he may designate. No special session shall continue
longer than 30 days, and no regular session shall continue longer
than 100 days, exclusive of Sundays. The legisiature is hereby
given the power and authority to change the date of the com-
mencement of its annual sessions.

“The senators and representatives shall receive an. annual
compensation for their services, to be ascertained by law, and
paid out of the treasury of the Philippine Islands. The sena-
tors and representatives shall, in all eases except treason, fel-
ony, and breach of the peace, be privileged from arrest during
their attendance at the session of their respective houses and
in going to and returning from the same; and for any speech or
debate in either house they shall not be gquestioned in any other
place.

“No senafor or representative’ shall, during the time for
which he may have been elected, be eligible to any office the
election to which is vested in the legislature, nor shall be ap-
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_ pointed to any office of trust or profit which shall have been
created or the emoluments of which shall have been increased
during such term.

“8ec. 19. That each house of the legislature shall keep a
Journal of its proceedings and, from time to time, publish the
same; and the yeas and nays of the members of either house,
on any question, shall, upon demand of one-fifth of those pres-
ent, be entered on the journal, and every bill and joint resolu-
tion which shall have passed both houses shall, before it be-
comes a law, be presented to the Governor General. If he
approve the same, he shall sign if; but if not, he shall return
it with his objections to that house in which it shall have origi-
nated, which shall enter the objections at large on its journal
and proceed to reconsider it. If, after such reconsideration,
two-thirds of the members elected to that house shall agree to
pass the same, it shall be sent, together with the objections, to
the other house, by which it shall likewise be reconsidered, and
if approved by two-thirds of all the members elected to that
house it shall be sent to the Governor General, who, in case he
shall then not approve, shall transmit the same to the President
of the United States. The vote of each house shall be by the
yens and nays, and the names of the members voting for and
against shall be entered on the journal. If the President of the
United States approve the same, he shall sign it and it shall
become a law. If he shall not approve same, he shall return it
to the Governor General, so stating, and it shall not become a
law : Provided, That if any bill or joint resolution shall not be
returned by the Governor General as herein provided within
20 days (Sundays excepted) after it shall have been presented
to him the same shall become a law in like manner as if he
had signed it, unless the legislature by adjournment prevent its
return, in which case it shall become a law unless vetoed by the
Governor General within 30 days after adjournment: Provided
further, That the President of the United States shall approve
or disapprove an act submitted to him under the provisions of
this section within six months from and after its enactment
and submission for his approval; and if not approved within
such time, it shall become a law the same as if it had been spe-
cifically approved. The Governor General shall have the power
to veto any particular item or items of an appropriation bill,
but the veto shall not affect the item or items to which he does
not object. The item or items objected to shall not take effect
except in the manner heretofore provided in this section as to
bills and joint resolutions returned to the legislature without his
approval.

p“?All laws enacted by the Philippine Legislature shall be re-
ported to the Congress of the United States, which hereby
reserves the power and authority to annul the same., If at the
termination of any fiscal year the appropriations necessary for
the support of government for the ensuing fiscal year shall not
have been made, the several sums appropriated in the last
appropriation bills for the objects and purposes therein speci-
fied, so far as the same may be done, shall be deemed to be
reappropriated for the several objects and purposes specified
in said last appropriation bill; and until the legislature shall
act in such behalf the treasurer shall, when so directed by the
Governor General, make the payments necessary for the pur-
poses aforesaid.

“ 8Sec. 20. That at the first meeting of the Philippine Legis-
lature created by this act and triennially thereafter there shall
be chosen by the legislature two Resident Commissioners to
the United States, who shall hold their office for a term of three
years beginning with the 4th day of March following their elec-
tion, and who shall be entitled to an official recognition as such
by all departments upon presentation to the President of a cer-
tificate of election by the Governor General of said islands,
Each of said Resident Commissioners shall, in addition to the
salary and the sum in lieu of mileage now allowed by law, be
allowed the same sum for stationery and for the pay of neces-
sary clerk hire as is now allowed to the Members of the House
of Representatives of the United States, to be paid out of the
Treasury of the United States, and the franking privilege
allowed by law to Members of Congress. No person shall be
eligible to election as Resident Commissioner who is not a
bona fide elector of said islands and who does not owe allegi-
ance to the United States and who iIs not more than 30 years
of age and who does not read and write the English Ilan-
guage, The present two Resident Commissioners shall hold
office until the 4th of March, 1917. In ease of vacancy in the
position of Resident Commissioner ecaused by resignation or
otherwise, the Governor General may make temporary ap-
pointments until the next meeting of the Philippine Legisla-
ture, which shall then fill such vacancy ; but the Resident Com-
missioner thus elected shall hold office only for the unexpired
portion of the term wherein the vacancy occurred.

“ 8ec. 21. That the supreme executive power shall be vested in
an executive officer, whose official title shall be ‘the Governor
General of the Philippine Islands’ He shall bé appointed by
the President, by and with the advice and consent of the Sen-
ate of the United States, and hold his office at the pleasure of
the President and until his successor is chosen and gqualified.
The Governor General shall reside in the Philippine Islands
during his official incumbency, and maintain his office at the
seat of government. He shall, unless otherwise herein provided,
appoint, by and with the consent of the Philippine Senate, such
officers as may now be appointed by the Governor General, or
such as he is aunthorized by this act to appoint, or whom he may
hereafter be authorized by law to appoint; but appointments
made while the senate is not in session shall be effective either
until disapproval or until the next adjournment of the senate.
He shall have general supervision and control of all of the de-
partments and bureaus of the government in the Philippine
Islands as far as is not inconsistent with the provisions of this
act, and shall be commander in chief of all locally created armed
forces and militia. He is hereby vested with the exclusive power
to grant pardons and reprieves and remit fines and forfeitures,
and may veto any legislation enacted as herein provided. He
shall submit within 10 days of the opening of each regular ses-
sion of the Philippine Legislature a budget of receipts and ex-
penditures, which shall be the basis of the annual appropriation
bill. He shall commission all officers that he may be authorized
to appoint. He shall be responsible for the faithful execution of
the laws of the Philippine Islands and of the United States
operative within the Philippine Islands, and whenever it becoines
necessary he may call-upon the commanders of the military and
naval forces of the United States in the islands, or summon
the posse comitatus, or call out the militia or other locally
created armed forces, to prevent or suppress lawless violence,
invasion, insurrection, or rebellion; and he may, in case of
rebellion or invasion, or imminent danger thereof, when the
public safety requires it, suspend the privileges of the writ of
habeas corpus, or place the islands, or any part thereof, under
martial law: Provided, That whenever the Governor General
shall exercise this authority, he shall at once notify the Presi-
dent of the United States thereof, together with the attending
facts and circumstances, and the President shall have power to
modify or vacate the action of the Governor General. He shall
annually and at such other times as he may be required make
such official report of the transactions of the government of the
Philippine Islands to an executive department of the United
States to be designated by the President, and his said annual
report shall be transmitted to the Congress of the United States;
and he shall perform such additional duties and functions as may
in pursuance of law be delegated or assigned to him by the
President.

“ 8Sec. 22, That, except as provided otherwise in this act, the
executive departments of the Philippine government shall con-
tinue as now authorized by law until otherwise provided by the
Philippine Legislature. When the Philippine Legislature herein
provided shall convene and organize, the Philippine Commission,
as such, shall cease and determine, and the members thereof
shall vacate their offices as members of said commission: Pro-
vided, That the heads of executive departments shall continue
to exercise their executive functions until the heads of depart-
ments provided by the Philippine Legislature pursuant to the
provisions of this act are appointed and qualified. The Philip-
pine Legislature may thereafter by appropriate legislation in-
crease the number or abolish any of the executive departments,
or make such changes in the names and duties thereof as it may
see fit, and shall provide for the appointment and removsal of
the heads of the executive departments by the Governor Gen-
eral: Provided, That all executive functions of the government
must be directly under the Governor General or within one of
the executive departments under the supervision and control of
the Governor General. There is hereby established a bureau,
to be known as the bureau of non-Christian tribes, which said
burean shall be embraced in one of the executive departments to
be designated by the Governor General, and shall have general
supervision over ihe public affairs of the inhabitants of the terri-
tory represented in the legislature by appointive senafors and
representatives.

“ Sec. 23. That there shall be appointed by the President, by
and with the advice and consent of the Senate of the United
States, a vice governor of the Philippine Islands, who shall have
all of the powers of the Governor General in the case of a va-
cancy or temporary removal, resignation, or disability of the
Governor General, or in case of his temporary absence; and the
said vice governor shall be the head of the executive department,
known as the department of public instruction, which shall in-
clude the bureau of education and the bureau of health, and he
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may be assigned such other executive duties as the Governor
General may designate.

“ Other bureaus now included in the department of public in-
struction shall, until otherwise provided by the Philippine Leg-
islature, be included in the department of the interior.

“The President may designate the head of an executive de-
partment of the Philippine government to act as Governor Gen-
eral in the case of a vacancy, the temporary removal, Tesigna-
tion, or disability of the Governor General and of the vice gov-
ernor, or their temporary absence, and the head of the depart-
ment thus designated shall exercise all the powers and per-
form all the duties of the Governor General during such va-
cancy, disability, or absence.

“Sec. 24, That there shall be appointed by the President an
auditor, who shall examine, audit, and settle all accounts per-
taining to the revenues and receipts from whatever source of
the Philippine government and of the provincial and municipal
governments of the Philippines, including trust funds and funds
derived from bond issues; and audit, in accordance with law
and administrative regulations, all expenditures of funds or
property pertaining to or held in trust by the government or the
Provinces or municipalities thereof. He shall perform a like
duty with respect to all government branches.

“ He shall keep the general accounts of the government and
preserve the vouchers pertaining thereto.

“It shall be the duty of the auditor to bring fo the attention
of the proper administrative officer expenditures of funds or
property which, in his opinion, are irregular, unnecessary, exces-
sive, or extravagant.

“ There shall be a deputy auditor appointed in the same man-
ner as the auditor. The deputy auditor shall sign such official
papers as the auditor may designate and perform such other
duties as the auditor may prescribe, and in case of the death,
resignation, sickness, or other absence of the auditor from his
office, from any cause, the deputy auditor shall have charge of
such office. In case of the absence from duty, from any cause,
of both the auditor and the deputy auditor, the Governor Gen-
egiaéémuy designate an assistant, who shall have charge of the
0 s
“The administrative jurisdiction of the auditor over accounts,
whether of funds or property, and all vouchers and records per-
taining thereto, shall be exclusive. With the approval of the
Governor General he shall from time to time make and promul-
gate general or special rules and regulations not inconsistent
with law covering the method of accounting for publie funds and
property, and funds and property held in trust by the govern-
ment or any of its branches: Provided, That any officer account-
able for public funds or property may require such additional
reports or returns from his subordinates or others as he may
deem necessary for his own information and protection.

“The decisions of the auditor shall be final and conclusive
upon the executive branches of the government, except that ap-
peal therefrom may be taken by the party aggrieved or the head
of the department concerned within one year, in the manner
hereinafter prescribed. The auditor shall, except as hereinafter
provided, have like authority as that conferred by law upon the
several auditors of the United States and the Comptroller of the
United States Treasury and is authorized to communicate di-
rectly with any person having claims before him for settlement,
or with any department, officer, or person having official relations
with his office.

‘* As soon after the close of each fiscal year as the accounts of
said year may be examined and adjusted the auditor shall sub-
mit to the Governor General and the Secretary of War an an-
nual report of the fiscal concerns of the government, showing
the receipts and disbursements of the various departments and
bureaus of the government, and of the various Provinces and
municipalities, and make such other reports as may be required
of him by the Governor General or the Secretary of War.

“In the execution of their duties the auditor and the deputy
auditor are authorized to summon witnesses, administer oaths,
and to take evidence, and, in the pursuance of these provisions,
may issue subpeenas and enforce the attendance of witnesses,
as now provided by law.

“The office of the auditor shall be under the general super-
vision of the Governor General and shall consist of the auditor
and deputy auditor and such necessary assistants as may be pre-
scribed by law.

“ Sec. 25. That any person aggrieved by the action or decision
of the auditor in the settlement of his account or claim may,
within one year, take an appeal in writing to the Governor Gen-
eral, which appeal shall specifically set forth the particular
action of the auditor to which exception is taken, with the reason
and aunthorities relied on for reversing such decision.

“If the Governor General shall confirm the action of the
auditor, he shall so indorse the appeal and transmit it to the

auditor, and the action shall thereupon be final and conclusive,
Should the Governor General fail to sustain the action of the
auditor, he shall forthwith transmit his grounds of disapproval
to the Secretary of War, together with the appeal and the papers
necessary to a proper understanding of the matter. The decision
of the Secretary of War in such case shall be final and conclusive.

“ SEc. 26. That the supreme court and the courts of first in-
stance of the Philippine Islands shall possess and exercise
Jjurisdiction as heretofore provided and such additional juris-
diction as shall hereafter be prescribed by law. The municipal
courts of said islands shall possess and exercise jurisdiction as
now provided by law, subject in all matters to such alteration
and amendment as may be hereafter enacted by law; and the
chief justice and associate justices of the supreme court shall
hereafter be appointed by the President, by and with the ad-
vice and consent of the Senate of the United States. The
judges of the court of first instance shall be appointed by the
Governor General, by and with the advice and consent of the
Philippine Senate: Provided, That the admiralty jurisdiction of
the supreme court and courts of first instance shall not be
changed except by act of Congress. That in all cases pending
under the operation of existing laws, both eriminal and eivil,
tke jurisdiction shall continue until final judgment and defer-
mination.

“Sec. 27. That the Supreme Court of the United States shall
have jurisdiction to review, revise, reverse, modify, or affirm the
final judgments and decrees of the Supreme Court of the Philip-
pine Islands in all actions, cases, causes, and proceedings now
pending therein or hereafter determined thereby in which the
Constitution or any statute, treaty, title, right, or privilege of
the United States is involved, or in causes in which the value
in controversy exceeds $25,000, or in which the title or posses-
sion of real estate exceeding in value the sum of $25,000, to be
ascertained by the oath of either party or of other compe-
tent witnesses, is involved or brought in question; and such
final judgments or decrees may and can be reviewed, revised,
reversed, modified, or affirmed by said Supreme Court of the
United States on appeal or writ of error by the party aggrieved
within the same time, in the same manner, under the same
regulations, and by the same procedure, as far as applicable, as
the final judgments and decrees of the district courts of the
United States.

“ 8ec. 28. That the government of the Philippine Islands may
grant franchises and rights, including the authority to exer-
cise the right of eminent domain, for the construction and opera-
tion of works of public utility and service, and may authorize
said works to be constructed and maintained over and across
the public property of the United States, including streets, high-
ways, squares, and reservations, and over gimilar property of
the government of said islands, and may adopt rules and regu-
lations under which the provincial and municipal governments
of the islands may grant the right fo use and occupy such pub-
lic property belonging to said Provinces or municipalities: Pro-
vided, That no private property shall be damaged or taken for
any purpose under this section without just compensation, and
that such aunthority to take and oeccupy land shall not authorize
the taking, use, or occupation of any land except such as is re-
quired for the actual necessary purposes for which the franchise
is granted, and that no franchise or right shall be granted to any
individual, firm, or corporation except under the conditions that
it shall be subject to amendment, alteration, or repeal by the Con-
gress of the United States, and that lands or right of use and
occupation of lands thus granted shall revert to the govern-
ments by which they were respectively granted upon the termi-
nation of the franchises and rights under which they were
granted or upon their revocation or repeal. That all franchises
or rights granted under this act shall forbid the issue of stock
or bonds except in exchange for actual cash or for property at a
fair valuation equal to the par value of the stock or bonds so
issued ; shall forbid the declaring of stock or bond dividends,
and, in the case of public-service corporations, shall provide for
the effective regulation of the charges thereof, for the official
inspection and regulation of the books and accounts of such cor-
porations, and for the payment of a reasonable percentage of
gross earnings into the treasury of the Philippine Islands or of
the Province or municipality within which such franchises are
granted and exercised: Provided further, That it shall be un-
lawful for any corporation organized under this act, or for any
person, company, or corporation receiving any grant, franchise,
or concession from the government of said islands, to use, em-
ploy, or contract for the labor of persons held in Involuntary
servitude; and any person, company, or corporation so violat-
ing the provisions of this act shall forfeit all charters, grants,
or franchises for doing business in said islands, in an action or
proceeding brought for that purpose in any court of ecompetent
jurisdiction by any officer of the Philippine government, or on
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the eomplaint of any citizen of the Philippines, under such regu-
lations and rules as the Philippine Legislature shall prescribe,
and in addition shall be deemed guilty of an offense, and shall
be punished by a fine of not more than $10,000.

“ Sec. 29. That, except as in this act otherwise provided, the
salaries of all the officials of the Philippines not appointed by
the President, including deputies, assistants, and other em-
ployees, shall be such and be so paid out of the revenues of the
Philippines as shall from time to time be determined by the
Philippine Legislature; and, if the legislature shall fail to make
an appropriation for such salaries, the salaries so fixed shall
be paid without the necessity of further appropriations there-
for. The salaries of all officers and all expenses of the offi-
ces of the various officials of the Philippines appointed as
herein provided by the President shall also be paid out of the
revenues of the Philippines. The annual salaries of the follow-
ing-named officials appointed by the President and so to be paid
shall be: The Governor General, $18,000; in addition thereto he
shall be entitled to the occupancy of the buildings heretofore
used by the chief executive of the Philippines, with the furni-
ture and effects therein, free of rental; vice governor, $10,000;
chief justice of the supreme court, $8,000; associate justices of
the supreme court, $7,500 each; auditor, $6,000; deputy auditor,

“Sec. 30. That the provisions of the foregoing section shall
not apply to provincial and municipal officials; their salaries
and the compensation of their deputies, assistants, and other
lelp, as well as all other expenses incurred by the Provinces and
municipalities, shall be paid out of the provinecial and municipal
revenues in such manner as the I’hﬂlppiuc Legislature shall
provide.

“Sec. 81. That all laws or parts of laws applicable to the
Philippines not in conflict with any of the provisions of this act
are hereby continued in force and effect.”

GrreertT M. HITCHCOCK,
JoEN F. SHAFROTH,
AManagers on the part of the Senate.

W. A, JoxNEs,
JoE J. RussELL,
AManagers on the part of the House.

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED.

The following bills were severally read twice by their titles
and referred to the Committee on Military Affairs:

H. R.1093. An act for the relief of James Anderson;

H. R. 1867. An act for the relief of John Berrin;

H. BR. 3223. An act for the relief of John W. Baggott;

4360. An act for the relief of George W. Laland;
5221, An act for the relief of Thomas H. Philips;
5318. An act for the relief of Frederick Chateau;
5385. An act for the relief of William A. Steward;
5380. An act for the relief of James Campbell ;
. 5689. An act for the relief of Thomas J. Temp le'
6145. An act for the relief of Edward F. McDermott
ames Williams;
045. An act for the relief of Caleb T. Holland;
An act for the relief of Stepheu J. S!mpsow
. An act for the relief of James R. McGuire;
. An act for the relief of John P. Chesley;
. An act for the relief of James H. C. Mann;
. An act for the relief of 8. Spencer Carr;
5. An act for the relief of Edward Looby ;
4927. An act for the relief of William H. Boyer;
5718. An act for the relief of Thomas Baker;
6590 An act for the relief of George Le CIeur'
6719. An act for the relief of John P. Sutton; and
.16974. An act for the relief of John L. Kelley.
tollowlng bills were severally read twice by their titles
eferred to the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads:
R. 1571. An act for the relief of Albert T. Huso;

H. R. 2544. An act for the relief of Thomas P. Darr;

H. R. 12135. An act to reimburse D. H. Carpenter, postmaster
at Seddon, Ala., for money and stamps stolen from said post
office at Seddon, Ala., and repaid by him to the Post Office
Department ;

H. R. 13788. An act for the relief of Joseph A. Prat;

H. R. 14826. An act for the relief of ', M. Barfield ; and

H. R. 16519. An act for the relief of Joseph F. Mitchell.

The following bills were severally read twice by their titles
and referred to the Committee on Claims:

H. R. 1358. An act for the relief of Everett H. Corson;

H. R. 1568. An act for the relief of N. Ferro;

H. R 1963. An act for the relief of John E. Keys;

. R. 3238. An act for the relief of Sarah E. Elliott;
R. 8296. An act for the relief of Gertrude Becherer;
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H. R. 9968. An act for the relief of the legal representatives
of W. H. Mills, deceased;

H. R. 10007. An act for the relief of William H. Woods;
. An act for the relief of Anna C. Parrett;
. An act for the relief of Ivy L. Merrill;
. An act for the relief of S. E. Bennett;
. An act for the relief of Joseph Manning;
. An act for the relief of John Brodie;
. An act for the relief of the trustee and parties
who are now or who may hereafter become interested in the
estate of James A. Chamberlain under the terms of his will;

H. R. 13820. An act for the relief of Mrs. Jennie Buttner;
H. R. 14571. An act for the relief of the Milwaukee Bridge

g

H. R. 14572. An act for the relief of Gertie Foss;

H. R. 14784. An act for the relief of Alma Provost;

H. R. 14978. An act for the relief of Ida Turner; and

H. R. 15109. An act for the relief of Catherine A. Fox.

The following bills were each read twice by their titles and
referred to the Committee on Publie Lands:

H. R. 8844, An act for the relief of H. B. Rogers; and

H. R. 11860. An act for the relief of Halvor Nilsen.

H. R. 11288. An act for the relief of 8. 8. Yoder was read twice
by its title and referred to the Committee on the District of
Columbia.

THE MERCHANT MARINE.

Mr. FLETCHER. I move that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of House bill 15455, being the shipping bill.

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate, as in Committee
of the Whole, resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R. 15455)
to establish a United States shipping board for the purpose of
encouraging, developing, and creating a naval auxiliary and
naval reserve and a merchant marine to meet the requirements
of the commerce of the United States with its Territories and
possessions and with foreign countries; to regulate carriers by
water engaged in the foreign and interstate commerce of the
United States; and for other purposes.

[Mr. WeEks resumed and concluded the speech begun by him
on Saturday last. The entire speech is as follows:]

Saturday, August 12, 1916,

Mr. WEEKS. Mr. President, yesterday the junlor Senator
from Ohio [Mr. Harping], in that fluent dietion which is char-
acteristic of him, in describing the desires of the newspaper
man, said that what he wanted was novelty. If that is a correct
description—and I assume it is—of what the press require in
order to attract public atteation, they certainly would find mate-
rial enough for that purpose in the legislation that is now pend-
ing before the Senate. It really should be entitled “A bill to save
the face of the administration.”

I am one of those who believe that it is a somewhat better
bill than the one which did not receive favorable consideration
by the Senate in the second session of the Sixty-third Con-
gress, It has one or two features which in some form would
be operative and beneficial, but in its present form it is
pretty difficult to see how it can be beneficial to anyone. Yet
T ought not to say that, because while the bill has been uni-
versally condemned by every trade organization in the United
States and by everyone, I think, who has any particular knowl-
edge of the subject which is under consideration, yet in two or
three instances individuals have been found who were willing
to indorse the general proposition, and by so doing they have
really received some direct benefit.

Within the last two or three weeks we have confirmed the
board appointed to administer the rural-credits bill. Two mem-
bers of that board are Mr. Herbert Quick and Mr. George W.
Norris. Of all the literature that I have been able to collect
I have found but three instances where individuals of stand-
ing and prominence have been willing to subscribe to this
kind of legislation, and two of these three instances are repre-
sented by Mr. Quick and Mr. Norris. Mr. Quick’s article, pub-
lished in the Saturday Evening Post of February 5, 1916, is
really not an indorsement of the legislation. It is entitled,
“ Shall We Give Up the Ship? How the Administration Pro-
poses to Build Up a Merchant Marine,” and it does say a few
kind words about the general proposition. The result is a
$10,000 place for Mr. Quick.

Mr, Norris indorses the proposition with a little more em-
phasis. I have a personal acquaintance with Mr. Norris, and
I believe that he will make a good commissioner; but e, too,
has received his reward—a $10,000 place—for an address which
he delivered in Philadeliphia when the bill which preceded this
one, on the same subject, was under consideration.
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With the exception of one other individual, who shall be name-
less, I do not know any prominent man in this country who
has either written an article or delivered an address in favor
of this kind of legislation. Of course it will benefit five other
individuals, and those will be the five commissioners who
will be appointed to the positions provided for in the bill,
who will also receive salaries of $10,000 a year; but I think
it has been or can be demonstrated that it will not benefit any-
one else.

The character of this legislation to me [s extremely ob-
noxious. It is the kind which the administration seems to be
willing to stand for. The President, in his address to Congress
on December 8, 1914, used this expression in referring to eco-
nomical administration :

But my point is that the people of the United States do not wish to
fﬁ::t:u the activities of this Gevernment. They wish rather to enlarge

In that statement, Mr. President, is found the basis of much
of the legislation advocated by this administration and acted
on by this Congress. It covers not only this ship legislation
but the armor-making proposition, the projectile-making plant,
the construction of the Alaska railroad, and numercus other
instances where the Government is more or less gradually being
involved in active business operations, sometimes not in com-
petition with our own citizens, but too frequently in competi-
tion with them. In this particular case we are not only going
to put the Government or the Government's money into active
competition with that of our own citizens, but we are going to
put it in charge and under the control of a board which shall
not only administer this fund but shall also have control, and
almost complete control, over those activities which are in com-
petition with the Government in this particular operation.

I can not remember any instance of any kind anywhere in
which such a course has been taken. I never have been able
to understand, Mr. President, why the Government should not
follow the course which is followed by individuals and by or-
ganizations of individuals in developing its affairs, and espe-
cially its business affairs. No business man, no organization of
business men, would ever consider undertaking a new proposi-
tion on a large scale, especially if it had not been tried by
some one else and found to work successfully, or reasonably so.
If that had not been done, they would try it out, experiment a
little here and there, and finally develop a basis on which a
general project could be undertaken. But this Government
seems determined to undertake unusual things without any com-
petent authority having given them approval.

Why should we not follow the course of European countries
in the construetion of armor for our ships, for instance? Why
do we not follow their course in the manufacture of projec-
tiles? Why do we not follow their course in the attempt to
build up an American merchant marine, applying what they
have done to the conditions which we find in this country?
That would be the sensible course to follow.

I wish to say that I am and always have been Intensely in-
terested in this question, having had some personal seafaring
experience and being interested in the kind of life which goes
with a merchant marine, and I am in part representing a State
which at one time had large investments and a large portion
of its people directly interested in the forelgn trade. To some
extent that is true now; but it is the wish of the people of my
State to try to have developed in this country a merchant ma-
rine which will not only be sufficient for our carrying trade, or
that part of the carrying trade which will conform very largely
with what is being done by other first-class maritime nations
for themselves, but at the same time will be an auxiliary for
the Navy. For all of these reasons I hope to be able to sup-
port legislation of this character, and shall do so when there
is any prospect of its success, which I can not believe exists in
this case. Incidentally, lest I forget it, I want to suggest that
that appeal which appears in the title of the bill and in the
bill itself, that it is an attempt to construct auxiliaries for our
Navy, does not seem to me to be justified.

Something like two and a half years ago I introduced a bill
providing for a steamship line through the Panama Canal to
the west coast of South America, the vessels to be used for
this purpose to be Army or naval auxiliary vessels. I had
three puropses, at least, in introducing that proposition. One
was that it did not seem to me that the Government should
spend nearly $400.000,000 in the construction of the Canal and
not have some means ready as soon as the canal was opened to
make a beneficial use of it; and there was no private organiza-
tion prepared to take advantage of the trade through the canal
to the west coast of South Amerieca.

Again, I believed then and I believe now that if the Army
and Navy had sufficlent auxiliaries for all their war pur-
poses, in time of peace many of those vessels would not be use-
fully or necessarily in use with either the Army or Navy, and
they would be laid up or might be employed, and it did seem to
me then, and does now, that it would be wise to have them
employed in commercial pursuits instead of being tied up at
their docks and gradually going to pieces.

Furthermore, I knew, Mr. President, that neither the Army
nor the Navy had auxiliaries that were at all efficient; I knew
that we were exceedingly limited in our supply, and that there
should be some kind of public sentiment developed which would
bring about appropriations by Congress for an increase in the
number of auxiliaries. It seemed to me that the way to bring
about such development was to demonstrate by actually put-
ting such carriers as we had in this service with South Amer-
ica, showing how ill equipped and prepared they were for per-
forming either the service as auxiliaries for the navy or as
cargo-carrying ships.

I have suggested that no other country of the world has ever
undertaken any such legislation as this, It is sometimes con-
tended that Germany and Japan and England have been inter-
ested directly in the merchant marine of those countries. I
think this statement is not justified in any respect. Germany,
through its ownership of railroads and through its control over
industrial affairs, does make rates in such a manner that some
particular object like a raiiroad or a steamship line or a port
or a dock even may be directly benefited, but that does not
menan that the German Government has any money invested in
merchant ships. It never has had, and has not to-day.

As far as I know the only money that the English Government
has invested in merchant ships is a loan made to the Cunard
Co. for the building of the Lusitania and the Mauretania.
Those ships were construeted very largely with money provided
by the Engiish Government, at a low rate of interest, of course
with the understanding that they were subject to call in case of
necessity.

The same general stutement is true of Japan. While the
relations between the Government and the merchant service
of Japan are exceedingly close, there is not any instance in
which the Japanese Government has had a direct investment in
merchant ships.

I have suggested that practically every commercial body in
the United States which has given any consideration to this
subject has reported against it, either unanimously or prac-
tically so. Almost everyone is familiar with the action taken
by the Chamber of Commerce of the United States. It was
one of the most effective referendums on any subject which has
been taken in this country, and the returns show that from
90 to 95 per cent of the bodies represented in this Chamber were
oppased to this legislation.

r. FLETCHER. Mr. President——

’.I.‘he PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Haropwick in the chair).
Does the Senator from Massachusetts yield to the Senator from
Florida?

Mr. WEEKS. I yield.

Mr. FLETCHER. I suggest to the Senator that the action of
the Chamber of Commerce of the United States was taken with
reference to the bill first introduced in the House. There has
been no referendum on the bill as it now appears before the
Senate. I think the Senator will agree that that body did not
pass upon the bill as it is now submitted, and I do not know
of any other commercial organization that has passed on it.

Mr. WEEKS. I presume the Senator means that the bill
which it acted on is the bill that eame over from the souse,
which has been amended by the Senate Committee on Com-
merce. If that is the case, I want to say to the Senator that in
my judgment the Senate committee bill is infinitely more dan-
gerous in some respects than the House bill. The provision
in section 9 putting these ships into the coastwise service is
obnoxious to every interest, commercial, industrial, or political
as far as this side of the Chamber is concerned. There is not
an excuse for that, in my opinion, and even if there had been
improvements made in other features of the bill, I am con-
fident the action taken by any commereial body would condemn
that particular phase of the Senate committee bill. -

Mr. FLETCHER. I will call the attention of the Senator fur-
ther to the communication of Mr. Fahey, the former president
of the Chamber of Commerce of the United States, indorsing
this bill and approving its passage.

Mr. WEEKS. That is purely an individual opinion evidently,
because the Chamber of Commerce itself and its marine com-
mittee made a very strong report against it. I will not take the
space in the Recorp to insert the report, because I think it has
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been sent to all Senators, and the public is generally familiar
with it, but the chairman of that committee in making his
report did not minece his words. Let me quote one or two things
that he said:

The proposed appropriation, therefore, of $50,000,000 to be obtained
by the sale of Panama Capal bonds will make impossible the securing of
hunidreds of millions of the people’s money which might be devoted to
the upbullding of a merchant marine if a fair chanece were given.

We believe that, no matter what may be the sentiments of
the reader regarding the points involved, the method of present-
ing these points will be applauded. There is, for instance, no
beating about the bush here.

The people are not afraid of the words * subvention™ and * sub-
gidy.” The expenditure of a few million dollars a year wonld have
cnabled us to meet at least some of the difficulties we have en-
countered with shipping in the past 18 months. The President, after
his tour, during which he heard the voice of the people, wants the
greatest navy ever scen.

Says the committee's spokesman ; and he adds:

I hope he will make another tour. After he comes back he will realize
the people want the greatest merchant marine.

The New York Produce Exchange is another and the only
other commercial body which I will quote in this connection.
The Produce Exchange in its membership includes a larger
percentage of concerns actively engaged in the shipping busi-
ness than any other organization in the United States. The
exchange had a meeting June 5, 1916, at a time when the pro-
visions of the Senate committee bill were pretty well known,
and made a report which is acguiesced in by 432 out of 440
members; and the other 8 members assented in general terms,
but dissented from one or two provisions of the report. It
can not be possible that a more complete condemnation of the
bill could be found than this one of the Produce Exchange,
coming, as it does, from men who are perfectly competent to
pass on this question.

I will ask to put this report of the Produce Exchange in the
Recorp in econnection with my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it will be
50 ordered.

The report referred to is as follows:

NEW YORE PRODUCE EXCITANGE,
New York, August 2, 1916,

To the Members of the Senate and House of Representatives:

The New York Produce Exchange probably includes in its member-
nhll: a larger percentn%e of concerns actively engaged in the shipping
and in the export and import business than is found in any other
commercial orﬁanlmﬂnn of the United States. It Is natural then that
its members should be very deeply interested in all legislation having
for its purpose the building up of the American merchant marine. In
order to obtain and give expression to the opinion of the members on
this important subject, the board of managers of the exchange, in No-
vember last, appointed a committee of seven members * to siudy mat-
ters connected with American shlﬂplng and report back to the board
i plan the adoption of which would, in its judgment, result in the de-
velopment of an adequate American merchant marine.”

Pursnant to these instructions, and after some months of study and
discussion, the following report was prepared bjr the special com-
mittee and submitted to the board of managers on June 5, 1916:

NEW YORK, June &, 1916.

To the BoArp oF MAXAGERS OF THE NEW YORK PRODUCE EXCHAXNGE.

GENTLEMEN : Your special committee on American merchant marine
beg to report * * * the following resolutions as their conclusions
in the matter. * * *

First. In order to provide for a construoctive national policy that
shall be consistent and progressive in the upbuilding of the American
merchant marine, and to give greater eflicieney to the administration of
the laws of the United Btates relating to shipping, a permanent Federal
shipping board, to be composed of filve members, none of whom shall
hold any other Government position, should be appointed by the Presi-
dent, with the approval of the Senate.

The shippin, ard should have general supervision of the American
merchant marine, and should take over the duties now performed bg
the Bteamboat-In tion Bervice and the Burean of Navigation, an
should have full charge "of the administration and enforcement of the
navigation laws of the United States,

The shipping board should have authority to investigate the naviga-
tion laws of this and other countries and ail conditions affecting Amer-
iran shipping, and should as promptly as possible and from time to
time recommend to Con?-oss such changes in the navigation laws of the
United States as will place ships of American registry on a competing
basis with ships under foreign E5.

Second. We favor a thorough revision of our navigation laws, having
as its purpose the repeal of all laws imposing unnecessary restrictions
on the construction and operation of American ships in the over-seas
trade, and the adoption of such laws as will permit the development of
a merchant marine, g

Third. Government ownership and operation of vessels, direct or in-
direct, for commercial purposes, is not consistent with a sound American
shipping policy. The restoration of the American merchant marine to
the over-seas trade can be best accomplished through private initiative,
ownership, and operation, The greatest possible freedom of action
shonld be El\reu private enterprise for the purchase and building of
American ships and their operation under the American ﬂagﬁ

Fourth. We believe that the regulation of ocean rates should be left
to the natural laws of supply and demand, and that the power of. the
Federal shipping board in connection with rates should be confined to
the investigation and prohibition, with proper penalties, of unfair
practices and unjust discriminations,

Fifth, We favor measures that will build up a naval reserve of officers
and men, under such regulations as may be prescribed by the Secre-
tary of the Navg] and approved by the shipping board, and providing
appropriaté retainers to such officers and men of American eltizenship
who serve on American vessels and who ghall volunteer for thils service,

Sixth. We favor measures to establish direet and regular communi-
cation under the American flag with important trade ports in foreign
lands, and approve mall subventions if necessary for tgat purpose,

Respectfully submitted,

E. R. CARHART,
Chairman.

W. H, DovGLAS,

R. A. CLAYBROOK,

D. H. B. Joxes,

WeLpiNG Rive,

Joux P. TRUESDELL,

Jas. WARD WARNER,

JoHN ASPEGREN,

Special Committee on American Merchant Marine.

This report having been approved by the board of managers without
a dissenting volce, was then submitted to the members of the exchanfﬁe
with the result that of the 440 members voting, 432 gave their 11
approval and 8
the report.

The board of manatgers respectfully submits to the Members of
Congress the report of the special committee as containing, in the
udgment of this exchn.nfe, the principles that should prevail in_ all
egislation having for its purpose the encouragement and building
up of the American merchant marine.

espectfully,

members dissented from one or more provisions of

Wirciam H. Keup, President.

Mr. WEEKS. Mr. President, this bill proposes to regulate
ships which are common carriers, stating that it covers all
vessels engaged in foreign trade running on regular routes,
and in another paragraph that the term “common carrier by
water " means a common carrier by water in foreign commerce
or a common carrier by water in interstate commerce on the
high seas and the Great Lakes. Presuming that * common
carrier ” covers the usual acceptance of the term, that it fur-
nishes a means of transportation at®reasonable rates to all
those who desire to use it for freight or passenger service, it
is difficult to understand what the limitation would be as far
as water transportation is concerned.

Ships engaged in foreign commerce are, generally speaking,
divided into two classes: What are termed *liners,” which
have a fixed point of departure at both ends of a route and
carry passengers and freight over such routes; and * tramps,”
the movements of which are most irregular, dependent en-
tirely on the business offering and frequently going from one
port to another in ballast looking for a ecargo.

The ships of the liner class usually have a comparatively fixed
schedule of rates, varying, of course, with general conditions,
but not changing greatly from time to time. Vessels of the
tramp class have no schedule of rates, a rate depending on the
volume of freight offering, If freight exceeds in volume at any
particular time the amount of shipping in a port, the rate which
may be charged greatly exceeds the rates which could be ob-
tained if the tonnage exceeded the demands of that particular
port ; otherwise, a loss of time and effort would be required for
some part of such shipping to get to another port where freight
was eoffered. The classes of freight carried by the two kinds
of shipping vary, those of a higher grade requiring a quick
passage usually going by liners, where there are ocean lines,
and freight of the coarser and lower grade going by tramp
steamers.

While these two general classes of vessels exist they are not
a fixed quantity, because ships may be transferred without
notice from one class to the other, undertaking the service which
for the time being is most profitable. Of course, this does not
directly apply to a few of the great passenger ships, but we
frequenily see that vessels are transferred from one locality
to another and undertake an entirely different class of service.

It is difficult for me to understand whether or not the “ com-
mon carrier ” treated in the bill applies to both classes. If it
applies to the one class which compares to some degree with a
common carrier on land, the comparison is not without force;
yet, the number of vessels employed in that service, as I have
suggested, is a very uncertain quantity. If the term *“common
carrier " does not apply to the tramp steamer, then the regula-
tion which is proposed in this bill concerning common carriers
by water affects but a lesser part of the shipping engaged in
foreign transportation.

In what kind of position is the shipping board to be placed
if it must treat both classes as common carriers? The one is
immobile to a degree, the other has unlimited mobility. But if
the term * common carrier” applies to liners only, any action
on the part of a board inimical to the earnings of such liner
would necessarily and immediately drive it into another class of
business not affected by the action of the shipping board.

In this bill common carriers by water are forbidden to pay
rebates or to retaliate in any way against shippers, such as by
refusing accommodations, and so forth. They are forbidden
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to make unfalr discriminations against one class of shippers in
favor of another. They are forbidden to discriminate in favor
of localities, persons, or traffic, or to carry at less than a regu-
lar rate by issuing false bills or classificntions. Also they are
forbidden to make rates prejudicial to American exporters and,
nmoreover, if any agreement or arrangement is undertaken re-
lating to rates, it must be submitted to the board and not
changed without the approval of the board.

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr, President——

Mr. WEEKS. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. FLETCHER. WIill the Senator permit me to make a sug-
gestion at that point? Perhaps I should have raised the question
the other day when the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. NELsoN]
was discussing the bill and made that part of it a very con-
siderable ground of criticism, because he held that the tramps
ought not to be subject to the regulatory features set forth in
sections 18 and 19 of the bill. At the time I was under the
impression that tramps were not included under the terms * com-
mon carriers,” but I did not interrupt the Senator from Minne-
sota, and now that the Senator from Massachusetts refers to it
‘again, I think it well to say that the opinion of, I think,
all the committee, certainly my opinion, anyhow, is that the
tramps are not included under the provisions of sections 18 and
19; that tramps are not common carriers within the meaning and
definition set forth in the bill.

If the Senator will refer to the report of the hearings before
thie Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, at page 194,
he will find a discussion of that proposition, wherein it is con-
tended, and with very sound logic and the citation of authori-
ties, that the legal status of a tramp vessel is not that of a
common carrier. When the bill undertakes to define the term
“ common carrier " by water in foreign commerce it says that
it means a common carrier engaged in transportation by water.
Therefore a tramp is not a common earrier; that is not its legal
status; and it is not affected by the provisions of sections 18
and 19 of the bill. I think that is a sound position. I do not
believe tramp vessels would be affected by the provision.

Mr. WEEKS. I do not intend to attempt to pass on what the
legal construction of a common carrier by water would be,
whether it would include tramps or not. It would be absolutely
ineffective, of course, to attempt to put under the control of any
board making rates the operations of a tramp steamer, because
they change as often almost as the rising and the setting of the
sun and depend entirely, as I have suggested, on the volume of
trade that may be offered at any particular point at any par-
tieular time.

If the tramp is not a common carrier and tramps do not come
under the control of this board, then the minute the board at-
tempts to take any action relating to a regular liner included
as o common carrier which will militate against the earning
power of such a ship, it would undoubtedly immediately change
its operations and become one of the tramp class.

Therefore I say that the general course of procedure which
is followed in connection with railroads can not be applied with
any degree of certainty to ocean trafficc. When we get beyond
the 3-mile limit we are in competition with the rest of the world.

This is one of the particular criticisms I have of the bill, Mr.
President, that we are attempting to do at sea substantially what
we have done on shore in the case of transportation companies,

I am one of those who believe that very much that has been
done by the Interstate Commerce Commisgion has been wise and
beneficial. I doubt if there are many who would repeal the law
providing for that commission. Yet the very fact that we have
put such power in the hands of the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission has had the effect of putting our transportation com-
panies in a strait-jacket, because they can not obtain addi-
tional rates except after great public pressure, and as the cost
of operation is constantly increasing, the result is, as I pointed
out two or three days ago, the pet returns obtained by our
transportation companies are getting less and less, so that even
now they have reached a point where capital does not readily
go into the development of railroads. Now, we are proposing
to take the same course in cases where we are in direct competi-
tion with all foreign nations; that is, we are going to attempt to
put under similar restrictions our ocean-carrying trade. What
these interests need is a free hand. What our individual invest-
ors need is a fair opportunity with the rest of the world to do
this service, not to be put in a strait-jacket under conditions
which do not obtain in any other country and under which, in
my judgment, they can not compete with the shipping of any
other country.

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Massa-
chusetts yield to the Senator from Florida?

Mr. WEEKS. I do.

Mr. FLETCHER. Allow me to suggest that there I think the
Senator is in error. I think he proceeds upon a wrong premise,
because I do not find in the bill any such power in this board
as can be compared to the power and authority of the Inter-
state Commerce Commission over railroads. I think that the
operation here is limited, as provided in section 18, to preventing
any charge or rate “which is unjustly diseriminatory between
shippers or ports, or unjustly prejudicial to exporters of the
United States as compared with their foreign competitors.”
That is the end of it as far ns foreign commerce is concerned.
There is no provision authorizing the board to fix freight rates
on foreign shipping. The whole power is to prevent unjust
discrimination against American shippers in favor of foreign
competitors, and that does not involve the fixing of rates at all.

As applied to interstate shipments, to coastwise business, un-
der section 19 the authority is more extended. There the board
would have the power to fix the maximum rate, but that does
not apply to ships engaged in foreign commerce, it only applies
to the coastwise trade, and the maximum rate. There is no
provision in the bill against a carrier changing the rate: he
may file a schedule with the board, provided he does not in-
crease the rate upon the maximum.

There again a misapprehension apparently has been lodged
in the minds of some. Some criticize that provision because
they say when the carrier shall file a schedule with the board
and it is open to public inspection as to the form and manner
of freight and fares, and so forth, they can not change it; but
such a provision is not there at all. It says that “no carrier
shall demand, charge, or collect a greater compensation for such
transportation than the rates, fares, and charges.” He can
charge less; he can change his rates from day to day and from
hour to hour, provided he does not charge more than the rate
that has been fixed as the maximum rate; and that only ap-
plies to coastwise business, not to foreign business. It simply
undertakes to say that the rate shall not be unjustly discriminat-
ing between shippers or ports or unjustly prejudicial to ex-
porters of the United States as compared with their foreign
competitors. No power is given at all to fix rates and require
the filing of schedules, and so forth.

Mr. HARDING. DMr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Massa-
chusetts yield to the Senator from Ohio?

Mr. WEEKS. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. HARDING. While the Senator from Florida is on his
éeet éoshould like to have him explain the provisions of sec-

on 20.

Mr. FLETCHER. That refers likewise to carriers of inter-
state commerce. It has nothing to do with earriers of foreign
commerce, That simply refers to interstate commerce, and I
do not see that it applies at all to the objection raised by the
Senator from Massachusetts that this board is given much
power with reference to our foreign carriers.

Mr. WORKS. Mr, President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts yield to the Senator from California?

Mr. WEEKS. I do.

Mr. WORKS. If I rightly understand this discussion, the
right of regulation in the bill is confined to common carriers.

Mr. WEEKS. That s a matter that has not been settled. My
own judgment would be that it is confined to common carriers.

Mr. WORKS. Then I understand the Senator from Florida
to contend that it does not refer to tramp steamers, that they
are entirely out of the regulations provided for in the bill

Mr. WEEKS. That is the contention that I recently made.

Mr. WORKS. What is the contention of the Senator from
Massachusetts respecting that feature of it? It seems to me,
after reading the bill with as much care as a layman can give
to it, that tramp steamers do not come properly under the head
of common carriers, and therefore could not be within the pro-
vision of the act. The Senator is familiar with the subject
and I am not. Can the Senator inform me to what extent
tramp steamers participate in the coastwise trade?

Mr. WEEKS. Unless they comply with all the requirements
of American registry, of course, they can not engage in the
coastwise trade at all, A very large percentage of the carrying
trade along our coast is done by vessels that come within the
definition of tramp steamers—that is to say, the regular lines
are not considerable in tonnage compared with all vessels en-
gaged in this service. I have not before me the exact figures.

Mr. GALLINGER. The regular lines, if the Senator will
permit me, are now one-seventh of the entire coastwise tonnage,

Mr. WEEKS. That is my recollection.

Mr. WORKS. Assuming that they have complied with the
registry law, the guestion in my mind is whether they would
be subject to the provisions of the bill we are now considering.
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Mr. WEEKS. 1 have strong doubt about that. There are
about 30 such lines operating along our coast that would come
under the provisions of the bill.

Mr. GALLINGER. When I said one-seventh I meant in ton-
nage, but there is much less than that in the number of ships.

Mr. WEEKS. When I say that this board will put the ship-
ping interests in a strait-jacket I do not mean that the powers
of the board wounld be equivalent to those of the Interstate
Commerce Commission, but I want to point out by reading sec-
tion 18 of the bill what I do mean, that the investor who is
thinking of putting his money into this somewhat hazardous
undertaking is likely to hesitate when he sees how the opera-
tion may result owing to the possible interference of the ship-
ping board acting under the provisions of section 18. And, mind
you, ships in this class are going to be in competition with
the ships of the world and a free hand is given the ships of
every other nation.

S:c. 18. That no common carrier by water in foreign commerce shall

and, charge, or collect any rate, fare, or which is un nst.ls
d!scrimfnatory between shippers or ports, or tl: prejudi
exporters of the United States as compared w! 1 eir foreign mm-

petitors.

Well, if we had an all-wise board to pass on such questions,
that provision might not do any harm, but I can say to Sena-
tors that I know men hesitate about making inves{ments under
such conditions, for the foolish action of the board may bring
such results as to render their investments unprofitable. I
now continue to read from section 18:

Whenever the board finds that any such rl.te, fare, or charge is de-
manded, c collected it may al same to the extent
NECESSArY to concct such unjust diserimination or prejudim.—

In other words, the board may change the rate charged by
ships engaged in the foreign trade—
and make an order that the carrier shall discontinue
ifggé o;ncg{llﬂ.:ting any such unjustly diseriminatory or pl’ejud.l(i;ll rﬂ.te.

E%err suchgecarrler and every other person subject to this act shall
estaplish, observe, and enforee just and reasonable r lntions and
practices relating to or connected with the 'rem:l\ring1 t.cnrl.rg1
or delivering of property. Whenever the board ds th.nt an
regulation or practice is unjust or unreasonable, 1t may determjne,
prescribe, and order enforced a just and reasonable regulation or
practice,

If that does not put powers In the hands of the board which
may embarrass, and seriously embarrass, the operations of our
shipping, in competition with foreign vessels, I can not under-
stand the English language. It may not do so, but, in my judg-
ment, it will embarrass such operations. In this bill, under
this form of legislation, what we are trying to do is to build
up an American merchant marine, a result which we have not
been able to accomplish up to the present time; but in this
attempt to build it up we are putting restrictions around it
which are more severe than are placed around the shipping of
any other country in the world.

Mr. WORKS. Now, may I ask the Senator whether, in his
judgment, the provisions of that particular section of this bill
apply to tramp ships?

Mr. WEEKS., I do not think so.

Mr. WORKS. To what extent, if the Senator knows, is the
foreign business being carried on by tramp steamships?

Mr. WEEKS. It is difficult to state; but the tonnage of
foreign ships employed as tramps is very much more than
one-half the total. I think something like three-fifths of the
tonnage engaged in the foreign trade of the world is of the
itramp class, and, of course, that includes substantially all of
the cargo carriers.

Mr. WORKS. Does the Senator think that the power to
regulate the regular steamers, as we may call them, the common
carriers, is going to be detrimental to them as compared with
the tramp ships that are not controlled or regulated?

Mr. WEEKS. Oh, undoubtedly.

Mr. WORKS. Then we shall have a part, and what may be
called the legitimate part, of the steamship service under con-
trol and limitations that may be hurtful to that trade as com-
pared with the tramp-steamer business?

Mr. WEEKS. Undoubtedly. That is exactly what I have
been trying to point out.

Mr. WORKS. The Senator from Massachusetts may have
done so when I was not here; but it struck me as being an in-
teresting feature of the investigation.

Mr. WEEKS. I do not believe it would be possible for a com-
mission like the one proposed in this bill—a shipping board—
to make rates for tramp steamers.

Mr. S. Mr, President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Jouxsox of South Dakota
in the chair). Does the Senator from Massachusetts yield to
the Senator from Towa?

Mr. WEEKS. I do.

Mr. OUMMINS. I have asked more than once with regard
to section 18, whether or not it applies to foreign ships? The
Senator from Florida [Mr. FrercHER] saild yesterday, I think,
that it did. I should like to put to the Senator from Massa-
chusetts this inquiry : Diseriminatory rates are forbidden. Sup-
pose that we have an exporter shipping goods to Hongkong;
Great Britain has an exporter shipping zoods to Hongkong ; and
the rate from Liverpool to Hongkong discriminates against the
shipper who is compelled to ship from New York to Hongkong.
Some instance of that kind is the only one of which I think now
that section 18 would apply to. Does the Senator from Massa-
chusetts think that we could prescribe the rate from Liverpool
to Hongkong, either by raising it or lowering it, so that the New
York exporter could enjoy a rate that was comparatively just?
I confess that I do not understand how those who are advo-
cating this bill intend to apply its provisions to foreign ships.

Mr. WEEKS. Mr. President, I do not think they intend to
apply it. I think they intend to pass this bill to save their
own faces, and then they expect a Republican administration,
which will repeal the law before it takes effeci. I do not
think they care very much about the questions which we are
now considering.

Mr, CUMMINS. The effect of that construction, if that be
the proper construction, would be that our ships, under the
necessity of competing with foreign ships, would be subject to
this law; the foreign ship would be free from any regulation;
and our ships, not being able to meet the competition, would have
to go out of business.

Mr. WEEKS, That is it exactly, Mr. President, if we have
any ships on the ocean, we can regulate them off the ocean
by putting restrictions around their operations, but we can
not in any way control the foreign ship, except when it is within
our 3-mile limit. We have not been able to compete successfully
against foreign shipping in recent years for varions reasons
which I am not going to now discuss. If we have not been
able to compete when our ships had all the latitude that was
possible, how are we going to be able to do so when they are
restricted fo some degree, as they must be under this bill, and
foreign ships escape all such resirictions?

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, did I understand the Sen-
ator from Iowa to refer to section 187

Mr. CUMMINS. I was referring to section 18.

Mr. FLETCHER. I ask the Senator from Massachusetts if
he doubtis the power of Congreses to enact legislation of this
kind and to enforce it? Do I understand the Senafor to ,
question whether Congress has the power to enact this kind of
legislation and to enforce it?

Mr. WEEKS. I do not think, Mr. President, that the Sen-
ator from JYowa made any suggestion about Congress not having
the power to enact such legislation. I did not so under-
stand him.

Mr. CUMMINS. I have no doubt about our power to enact
such legislation so far as our own ships are concerned, but I am
waiting to hear some discussion of the way in which we can
apply the regulation of section 18 to foreign ships.

Mr. FLETCHER. In that connection—and I shall not inter-
rupt the Senator to enlarge on that now—I will eall the atten-
tion of the Senator to page 128 of the hearings before the Com-
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries of the other House
to the statement of Mr. J, Parker Kirlin, who is a lawyer in
New York engaged extensively in the practice of admiralty
and maritime law there, and a member of the subcommittee
of the chamber of commerce. He came down here and ap-
peared before the committee of the other House. I ask the
Senator to look at Mr. Kirlin’s statement upon that subject.

I may say now that I belleve I am absolutely within the
facts when I report what has been said to me, that section 18
is in accordance with the suggestions of Mr. Kirlin before the
House committee. If it is not precisely so, it is so in sub-
stance.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, if the Senator from Massa-
chusetts will permit me, I wish to make this suggestion: I have
not read the testimony or statement of Mr. Kirlin, but some-
body in the Senate ought to be able to explain the application
of this section. Apparently it is intended to protect our ex-
porters against discriminatory rates which may be given by
some steamship company to the exporters of foreign countries.
They would need no protection unless they were endeavoring
to reach the same markets substantially, If anyone can show

me how the United States can control a rate from some foreign
port to a foreign market in order that our exporters may be
able to reach that market upon comparatively even terms, I
could see some good in the section; but I have been utterly
unable to discover how it could be applied in any way, except
to embarrass and to restrict our own ships.
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Mr. WEEKS. That is exactly the conclusion to which I
have come.

Now, Mr. President, T wish to say something about the
shipping board.

Mr. NORRIS. Will the Senator, before he leaves that point,
allow me to make an inquiry for information? Regardless of
what the regulations might be and what are necessary to be
considered, this idea struck me in listening to the colloguy be-
tween the Senators: In the first place, the suggestion made by
the Senator from Iowa [Mr. Cuaanans] is, in my judgment,
unanswerable ; that is, we can not legislate to regulate traffic
between one foreign port and another foreign port; that is
certainly beyond our jurisdiction; but, notwithstanding that,
would not section 18 still apply to transportation either by an
American vessel or by a foreign vessel from a foreign port to
an American port or from an American port to a foreign port;
and if such regulation is desirable, ought we not to protect
such shippers the same as we protect railroad shippers against
any extortionate rate or rule or practice?

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, I agree we ought to do it
if we can; but we are trying to protect the exporters of the
United States in this section of the bill, because the section
specifically limits its operations to those rates or charges or
practices which are unjustly prejudicial to exporters of the
United States. When we export a thing we export it to some
foreign port; and, if our shippers are discriminated against, it
must be because some other shippers can reach that foreign
port at a rate which is- comparatively low; that is, our ex-
porters are charged more for reaching that port than are their
competitors in some foreign country. In order to carry out
the provisions of the section we have got to control the rates
from the foreign country in which the goods may be manu-
factured to the foreign market in which they are sold. I quitc
agree with the Senator from Nebraska that our export business
should be as carefully protected as our domestic business, but
I have not been able to discover how this section will do it.

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I will say to the Senator
that section 18 applies to all ships coming in or going out of
United States ports, whether American vessels or foreign ves-
sels, Of course, the section does not attempt to regulate vessels
trading between Liverpool and a foreign port. We can not do
tha:; but it only refers to ships passing in and out of our own
ports.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, will the Senator from Massa-
chusetts permit me to ask the Senator from Florida a question?

Mr. WEEKS. Yes.

Mr. NORRIS. I agree with the Senator that we can not regu-
“ late the rates, the rules, or other matters in connection with
ships passing from one foreign port to another foreign port, but
yet it seems to me that there is some foundation for the eriticism
of the Senator from Iowa in regard to section 18, because does
it not attempt to do that very thing? Section 18 provides:

That no common carrier by water in foreign commerce shall demand,
charge, or collect any rate, fare, or charge which is unjustly discrimi-
natory between shippers or ports, or unjustly prejudicial to exporters of
the United States as compared with their foreign competitors,

I should like the Senator fromr Florida, or some other Senator,
to explain what that language means. It says the rates shall
not be so digeriminatory that they will injure our foreign eom-
merce; or, in the langunage of the bill, rates shall not be * un-
justly prejudicial to exporters of the Unifed States as compared
with their foreign competitors.” American exporters are men
who ship out of the country, and ftheir foreign competitors are
men who ship out of a foreign country to the same market to
which American exporters ship. How can we regulate the rates
of our foreign competitors in that case?

Mr. FLETCHER. Of course, we can not regulate rates so
far as our foreign competitors are concerned, but we can go so
far as to say that they ecan not diseriminate against our ex-
porters by affording unjust advantages to the foreign com-
petitor. That goes really to the question of conference agree-
ments and arrangements whereby the ships are operated for
the benefit of cerfain inferests in other countries that are
directly prejudicial to the interests of shippers in this country.
We can not, of course, regulate the rates from a foreign coun-
try to another foreign port, but we ean provide that ships ghall
not diseriminate against our exporters by way of entering into
arrangements and agreements which afford rebates, and what
not, favoring the foreign competitor. i

Mr. NORRIS. That is true; but the Senator from Florida
does not answer the question which I propounded. I concede

that we can and that we ought to regulate foreign commerce
Just so far as we can do so; but the Senator from Florida
agrees with me that we can not regulate foreign commerce be-
tween one foreign port and another foreign port. Vessels must

come into our ports before they are subject to our jurisdiction.
In the case I put and in the question I asked, I took the case
of an exporter from the United States. Let us take a particu-
lar port. Suppose there is an exporter at San Francisco send-
ing his goods to Hongkong, China, and there is a firm in Liver-
piool exporting from Liverpool to Hongkong, China, This sec-
tion says:

Or unjustly prejudicial to the exporters of the United States as com-
pared with their foreign competitors.

There is a case where the provision will apply, it seems to me,
if I understand the language. How, then, could we protect the
exporter at San Francisco from any injustice of any kind,
either because of a rate or a rule or a rebate or a regulation
of any kind existing in favor of the exporter from Liverpool to
Hongkong?

Mr. WEEKS. Mr. President, this whole question——

Mr. GALLINGER. Will the Senator from Massachusetts
permit me to make an announcement?

Mr. WEEKS. Yes.

Mr, GALLINGER. DMy, President, on yesterday I gave notice
that I would continue the discussion of this bill to-day. I un-
derstand that an early adjournment has been arranged, and I
now give notice that on Monday morning——

Mr. NORRIS. Mr, President, may I ask the Senator at that
point why is an early adjournment necessary to-day?

Mr. GALLINGER. I can not answer the question, but I have
been informed that there is to be an early adjournment.

Mr. NORRIS., Perhaps the Senator from Florida can tell us
why it is necessary to adjourn at 2 o'clock. Is that because
there is to be a Democratic eaucus at that hour?

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President, I will complete my notice.
In view of what I understand to be the purpoese of the majority
to have an early adjournment, I will conclude what I have to
say on this bill on Monday morning.

Mr., WEEKS, I can tell the Senator from Nebraska the
reason we are adjourning at 2 o'clock. We are adjourning to
enable the majority to hold a caucus. At that caucus they
are going to consider the proposed finance bill, and in the
secret caucus fo be held they are going to bind every Demo-
cratic Senator to vote for the bill which they are to report so that
we can not change it in any way or shape when it comes before
the Senate. That is the purpose of adjourning at 2 o'clock this
afternoon.

Mr. NORRIS. Does the Senator from Massachusetts mean
that the official body, the Senate, must adjourn in ovder that
the unofficial body, the caucus, ean get in its work?

Mr. WEEKS. That is exactly what the Senator from Massa-
chusetts means, when that caucus completes its work every
Democratic Senator’s hands will be tied, and, so far as the
ultimate result is concerned, the finance bill will have passed
the Senate.

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I ean not quite admit that
what the Senator from Massachusetts says is entirely accurate.
It may or may not be that there will be held a caucus. I pre-
sume that is likely to follow, but whether everybody is going
to be bound by what is done there and everybody’s hands will
be tied in the manner the Senator from Massachusetts suggests
is quite another proposition. He may know more about that
than I do; but I imagine it is entirely agreeable to the other
side to adjourn at 2 o'clock. We have been adjourning on
Saturdays somewhat before the usual hour. If the other side
desires to vote on this bill in the meantime, we on this side are
perfectly willing to do so, and will be very glad to do so. We
will continue the discussion, anyhow, until 2 o'clock, and per-
haps we can get a vote on the bill ; or, if Senators on the other
side will agree to fix a time when they will agree to vote on
the bill, T am willing to do that, If the other side is willing
to fix a time on Monday to vote on this bill, T will be glad to
have that done.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President, with the permission of
the Senator from DMassachusetts, I will say to the Senator
from Florida that we will not be prepared to vote on the bill,
nor will we be prepared to make an agreement to vote on it, on
Monday. There are to my knowledge four or five Senators who
want to speak on Monday; but, I think, on Monday we can
easily get an arrangement to vote probably on Tuesday.

Mr. FLETCHER. I am very glad to hear the Senator
that assurance.

Mpr, CUMMINS. Mr. President, is the suggestion just made
by the Senator from Florida upon the hypothesis that this bill
is not going to be changed in any way? I have some amend-
ments which I intend to propose to the bill, and I had hoped 1
could propose them to open minds. I think it would take an
liour or two to place those amendments before the Senate.

give
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Mr. FLETCHER. I have not suggested that no amendment
would be considered or that the bill could not be changed at
all. What I mean by voting on the bill is to vofe on it in the
regular way.

Mr. CUMMINS. I thought the suggestion of the Senator
from Florida that we might before 2 o'clock or by 2 o'clock
vote on the bill must be based upon the idea that there was to
be no change in the bill. I am very sure that I can point out
some modifications that will appeal to every mind that is not
foreclosed by some prior arrangement or decree.

Mr. WEEKS. Of course, Mr. President, the Senator from
Iowa knows that the mind of every Demoeratic Senator is fore-
closed on this subject and that the bill is going to be passed as
it is now pending before the Senate.

Mr. FLETCHER. I do not know of any conclusion to that
effect; in fact, I have one or two amendments which I intend
to offer myself. They will not interfere materially with the
substance of the bill, but I think they will improve it a little.

Mr. CUMMINS. I should like to ask the Senator from
Florida whether the amendments which will be proposed by
him have been submitted to the Democratic caucus?

Mr. FLETCHER. They have not.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. This bill has never been submitted,
Mr. President, to any Democratic caucus. If so, I never heard
of it.

Mr. CUMMINS. Then the newspapers gave a very false and
misleading account of the proceedings of the caucus, beeause it
has been published that certain members of the majority whe
were opposed to the bill a year ago had, after conference with
their fellow members, found in this bill a measure which they
could support.

Mr. FLETCHER. 1 think that is true. It was announced
this morning by the Senator from Alabama [Mr. BAxxHEAD]
in his address that they would suppert this bill, and, so far as
I know, he stated it as fully as anybody could.

Mr. SHAFROTH. Mr. President, I will say to the Senator
from Iowa that there has been no caucus on this bill by Demo-
cratic Senators; that every. Senator is entitled to present any
amendment he desires and to have it acted upon, and I have
no doubt, if it is a good amendment, it will be adopted.

Mr. CUMMINS. I am delighted to hear that, because I have
some meritorious amendments, and, if my friends upon the other
side will listen to them when they are proposed and will feel
perfectly free to act, I know they will be adopted.

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, getting back to the inguiry
of the Senator from Nebraska [Mr., Norris] with reference to
this bill, of course I ean not presume to interrupt the remarks
of the Senator from Massachusetts by entering upon a full dis-
cussion of the guestion; but I suggest this is a matter to be
thought of by the Senator from Nebraska. To state it very
briefly, what is meant by section 18, as I understand, is this:
Suppose, for instance, a ship sailing from Liverpool to Buenos
Aires, in order to benefit an English merchant, puts down its
rates so that it can undersell American merchants. In such a
case the shipping board wounld have something to say as to the
rates on ships sailing from New York to Buenos Aires in order
to prevent that sort of discrimination. That can be elaborated,
and will be later; but I ean not interrupt, of course, the Sena-
tor from Massachusetts further than to make the suggestion.

Mr. WEEKS. Mr. President, the discussion has gone some-
what afield from the line which I was taking; but I want to
say that I do not subscribe personally to the general principle
of regulation of foreign shipping which this bill proposes. Some
Senators have said that the prineiple accords with their ideas;
but in my judgment, in the case of foreign shipping, we have
got to follow the methods of other nations or we are not going
to get satisfactory results.

Competition is as free as the ocean in the foreign carrying
trade of all nations, and competition has been sufficient in the
past, execept under unusual conditions, to meet the demands of
the shipping public, and meet those demands on a basis which
did not bring large or certainly extravagant returns to the eapi-
tal invested in the shipping.

For example, to show how variable the returns on eapital
invested in this way may be, I read from the London Fair Play
under date of July 1, 1915:

The rates pald are the average rates paid to British shipping engaged
in a regular service—

That is, line service—
£or a. riod from 1904 to 1914.

904 the net return was 1.7 per cent; in 1005, 2.52 per eent in
1908. 0,68 per cent ; in 1807, 0.29 per cent; in 1908, 1.53 per cent.

It will be noted that in those five years the average rate
obtained by British line service was not more than 1} per cent
on the money invested. Now, of course money never would go

into shipping or anything else unless there were a possibility of
a larger return under some eonditions that might develop. Are
we going to regulate our shipping so that when that possibility
does develop we are going to say that the rate is unfair and
should not be charged? If we are, then there is an end of our
merchant marine engaged in the foreign trade. We might just
as well recognize that now as later.

I continue to read the returns to British shipping :

In 1909, 3.87 per cent; in 1910, 3.78 per cent; in 1911, 0.66 per cent.

Now we come to a period when shipping became very
profitable ;

. erllg 1912, 11.11 per cent; in 1913, 83.27 per cent; in 1014, 18.79 per

In other words, for that 1l-year period the average return
was not very far from 6 per eent, and may have justified the
investment of capital in that kind of service. But if our ship-
ping board were to say, during the years 1912, 1913, and 1914,
that a return on the capital of 33 or 18 or 11 per eent is un-
warranted, and should be reduced, the possibility of making up
for the lean years by the large profits made in the years like
those which I have last instanced would cease. In other words,
if we are going to restrict the shipping to a limited rate which
it may charge in years when business is good, we will not have
any shipping at all, because the probable average net result
would not be a fair return on the capital required.

Let us go back over the course of shipping for the last 100
years in periods of unusual conditions. During the period be-
fore the peace of 1815 we had an embargo which continued
seven years, during which time our manufacturing development
was very considerable in the United States; but our shipping
was tied up, the docks rotting. At the end of that period,
or in 1815, we had an entire reversal of these conditions, Our
people needed the kind of goods which were produced abroad
which they had been unable to get for so many years, many of
which were not produced in this country. The result was that
the available shipping made enormous profits for practically a
year. At the same time many goods came in which were in
competition with our own manufacturing which had been devel-
oped during the embargo period and practically shut down the
mills of this country; this caused the tariff of 1816.

Similar conditions have developed at other times. In 1900,
for example, when the Boer War was being fought, when it
was necessary to transport a million or more men from Eng-
land, and all the supplies and other things that are necessary
in earrying on the operations of an army of that size, there was
a great dearth of shipping. The result was that the rates
charged by ships engaged in that kind of trade doubled and
in some ecases trebled. But as soon as the war was over those
rates took a tumble, going down to rates which could not have
been profitable. The truth of the matter is that for the
period after the Boer War, say from 1902 to 1912, there was a
great quantity of idle shipping the world over, and the resnits
were unprofitable in the case of all nations.

We are going to have to meet exactly the same result when
this war is over, Mr. President. The amount of shipping avail-
able in the world has not deereased very materially, Perhaps
there has been a million tons destroyed since the beginning of
this war; not more than that. There has been something like
6,000,000 tons of German and Austrian shipping tied up, and
Russian shipping to some degree has been tied up. At the
largest estimate not more than 9,000,000 tons out of, say,
48,000,000 tons of shipping has been destroyed or tied up or
diverted during this war; but that has been sufficient with the
inereased trade which the war has developed, especially with
the United States, to boom rates beyond any figure which we
have heretofore known. But we are building, and every coun-
try in the world is building, more than ever before. We have
more than a million tons of shipping contracted for or on the
stocks in this country to-day; and for the first time within
the memory of any Senator in this body we are able to build
ships in this country cheaper than they can be built abroad,
largely because of the pressure on the other side for vessels
to be used for war purposes. Now, if we are building more
rapidly and other countries are building as rapidly as pos-
sible, if there has been only a million tons of shipping de-
stroyed, which will be replaced and more before the war is
over, if there is a slackening in trade, which everyone who
has followed trade conditions believes will be the result at the
end of the war, the shipping of the world which will then
exist will be sufficient, and probably will be more than suffi-
cient, for the needs, and therefore it will become unprofitable
again.

So we may rest with absolute assurance on this statement—
that if we build ships under these conditions they will eost
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us substantially twice as much as they would if they were
built under normal conditions. If we buy them, we will buy
them on the same basis. We will pay substantially twice
the price that those ships should command under normal con-
ditions. Therefore we are going to make a very great loss
on the capital investment in this shipping if we go into it; and
if we keep the ships and do not sell them, undoubtedly we will
be operating them after this war is over at a loss, as they will
be in competition with all the shipping of the world. So
from any standpoint it is not a promising prospect to engage
in this business from the purely financial point of view.

I want to add a word about the shipping board. I am in
favor of a shipping board, limited to certain definite purposes.
I think it is ore of the boards which we have really needed.
We are doing very many things through other agencies which
the shipping board might do better.

The head of the British Board of Trade is a cabinet officer,
and it has to do with all of the great industrial affairs of the
Empire. One of its branches represents the merchant marine
of Great Britain; it is noticeable that this bureau has no power
over the merchant marine which is of a restrictive character,
especially in the case of rates, but devotes its activities to those
policies which will develop the efficiency and the profits obtained
by the merchant marine. We should have a board of that gen-
eral character. We have now a Bureau of Navigation, we have
a Stesmboat-Inspection Service, we have certain functions con-
nected with the Treasury Department that would come within
the province of this board, as well as the Bureau of Foreign
and Domestic Commerce of the State Department, the Immi-
gration Service, or some features of it, and some of the work
connected with the Department of Justice. All of those activi-
ties might properly, at least to some degree, be put under the
control of a board of this character.

Furthermore, if the board will study the questions involved
in shipping, and will submit to Congress its recommendations
as to what should be done about our navigation laws, if it will
devote the expert knowledge which its members should have to
a study of the real fundamental reasons, if they exist, on which
a law of this kind, or any other kind, should be based, then
such a board will have ample opportunity to perform good
service, avoiding the kind of duty which some of the features
of this bill provide, which I think will be inimical to the best
interests of our merchant service.

As to the shipping board, the bill develops unusual condi-
tion. We put $50,000,000 into the hands of this board of five
men, unknown to any Senator now, I assume, with powers to
buy, sell, lease, charter, and many other things, It is really a
trading brokerage and managerial board, all in one, under the
provisions of this bill.

It has, to be sure, with the formal approval of the President,
the right to buy ships, the right to sell ships, the right to lease
ships, the right to charter ships. It has greater powers than
any board connected with our Government or any board con-
nected with any government in the world that I know anything
about. More than that, Mr. President: It may not only spend
$£350,000,000, which the Government will furnish—because I can
not imagine any private individual who will be eccentric enough
or unwise enough to put any money into this operation as a
minority stockholder—it will not only furnish that $50,000,000,
but, under this bill—and I hope the Senator from Florida will
* listen to this—as I read it, the board is not limited in the obli-
gations which it may incur. In other words, it could buy
$100,000,000 in value of ships, or $200,000,000, and give the obli-
gation of the board for their purchase, I do not see anything in
the Lill which wonld prevent incurring an indebtedness of that
kind,

If that is the case, Mr. President, there being no minority
stockholders, the Government might not only be involved for
this $50,000,000, but for a tremendous amount in addition
thereto. I am going to discuss later with some comprehensive-
ness the question of the coastwise trade and the undesirability,
I believe, of allowing these ships to go into the coastwise trade;
but I want to make this comment at this point: If my general
conclusion about the powers conferred by this bill is correet,
not only may this board spend £50,000,000, every dollar of which
may go into ships which may be used in the coastwise trade,
but it might buy $50,000,000 worth of ships, sell them to peo-
ple who might use them in the coastwise trade, go abroad and
buy ships to the extent of $50,000,000 more, and continue that
process until the American shipyard would be a thing of the
past. We could not build ships in this country under that con-
dition. Under the best conditions it will militate so greatly

against American shipyards, and the tens of thousands of men
employed in them, that we will hear from both without any
question as soon as this bill is put into effect.

But unless there.

is a limitation on the power of selling, the $50,000,000 which may
be invested in ships, enabling the board to sell as it pleases, to
buy more and sell at once might mean that we would have one
or even two hundred million dollars invested in ships of foreign
construction engaged in our coastwise trade.

I do not say that the board will take that action. I do not
know whether they will do it or not; but under the terms of this
law it seems to me that it may do so, and such a possibility is
one which I do not think the Senate ought to consider favorably
for a moment.

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I take it the Senator has
observed the provisions of section 14:

o ot e PRI S it oo wesniny o sectend e

That Is the provision with reference to the total liability which
the board shall ineur.

Mr. WEEKS, I take that, Mr. President, to mean liability
as far as stock is concerned.

Mr. FLETCHER. Oh, no.

Mr. WEEKS. I will read that again, with pleasure; but that
was my conclusion after reading it.

Mr. FLETCHER. I think not. It specifics that *for the
purpose of carrying out the provisions of sections 5 and 11,” the
Senator will observe, the liability is limited to $50,000,000; and
section 5 is the section which authorizes the construction and
purchase of ships.

Mr., WEEKS. In any ease that would not prevent the board
taking the action which I have just described. It is proposed,
Mr. President, to form a corporation under the laws of the Dis-
triet of Columbia to operate these vessels, The board must hold
at least 51 per cent of the stock. The directors are to be dum-
mies, So are the officials of the company to be dummies. The
board is going to manage the affairs of this corporation. On the
dissolution of the corporation, which must come in five years,
the ships are going to revert to the board, and the board is the
Government. So that we have in a way the Government, the
board, and the corporation, which are really the same thing.
You might just as well appoint a general manager for the cor-
poration, directly representing the Government, as to go through
these steps of forming a corporation which is to have no effect
whatever, unless it has some unwary citizen to put his money
into the stock and the officers of which are to be dominated by
the members of the board.

What an outery there would be, Mr. President, if we were
going to turn over to the Interstate Commerce Commission a
billion dollars, authorizing that commission to use the money to
buy railroads, to sell railroads, to lease railroads, or to do all
of the other things that may be connected with the operation of
railroads.

It would be just as logical and a great deal more sensible, in
my judgment, to do that, because the railroads are within our
territory ; they are under our control, while the shipping pro-
vided under this bill is going to be away from our control very
much of the time, i

No one would think for a moment of appropriating a billion
dollars and putting it into the hands of an unknown board to
buy and sell railroads, If that is the case, why should we under-
take this very unusual procedure of spending $50,000,000, at
least, putting it into the hands of five men about whom we know
nothing, and telling them to go on and operate as they please
without our hmposing any restriction on their activities? Iwant
to call attention to the fact, too, that money does not have to be
appropriated from year to year for the purposes of this board;
but when the money is once appropriated and invested in ships,
Congress absolutely loses control over it. When a ship is sold,
the money goes into the Treasury to the credit of the board, and
the board may spend it for the purposes provided under the law
at any time it sees fit. In other words, this is a general trading
proposition, without the possibility of any restriction whatever
on the part of Congress after the first step has been taken.

Under the provisions of this law the American eitizen may buy
a ship abroad, but when he wants to sell that ship he can not
sell it abroad without the permission of the board. The board
may be broad minded ; it may be all wise in handling such ques-
tions, and its judgment about the price at which the ship shouid
be sold may be quite to the interest of the owner. But, on the
other hand, the board may be narrow-minded ; it may be preju-
diced, and having permitted our citizen to buy the ship abroad
and put it into operation where it may have been in competition
with the operations of the board, which operations have made
it unprofitable, it may say: “ You ean not sell that ship abroad,
where you purchased it, without our permission.”

All of these steps, while they may seem minor in themselves,
are going to have an influence on the investment of capital in
operations of this kind. Capital is timid at best; but it certninly
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ig not going into an operation like shipping unless there is an
assurance that there is going to be a suitable return on the
investment. And I think we are providing every assurance
which may produce a doubt in the minds of capital and probably
prevent doing just exactly what the framers of this bill hope will
be done.

Let us suppose that the hoard has purchased ships {o the
value of $50,000,000 and put them into operation. It is a part
of the general proposition that this is going to benefit somebody.
Benefit whom? Benefit the shippers? How is it going to benefit
the shippers? If it is going to benefit them, it must be by reduc-
ing rates—reducing rates in competition with our own citizens
who are operating ships which year in and year out do not give
thiem more than an adequate return.

It should be understood by everyone who favors this legisla-
tion that the competition which is proposed here is going to be
very largely against our own citizens, and a kind of competition
against which they will have no redress. In other words, I
think it will drive private capital away from the shipping busi-
ness instead of encouraging private ecapital to go into the sghip-
ping business.

There is one thing in the bill which I want to commend, be-
cause I think it has a distinct advantage over the original prop-
osition, This bill in its present form, as I understand, provides
that the five members of the board shall in no case be connected
with the administration. That was a distinet error in the bill
which was considered a year ago last winter. In the first place,
the administration officers, if they are attending to their duties,
have sufficient work laid out for them to employ all their time
to the advantage of the Government; and in cases where mem-
bers of the Cabinet or others connected with the administra-
tion are members of a board at the same time it is the history
of such operations that they do not give any detailed attention
to the work of the board. This has to be done by some one
else. Then, necessarily, the members of the administration are
parts of a political organization, and it is impossible when a
Secretary of the Treasury or a Secretary of Commerce or any
other member of a Cabinet is a member of a board that that
fact shall not have some influence on the activities of the board.
Such boards like the shipping board, if they are going to be of
any value at all, must be entirely removed from the immediate
political influence which happens to be in eontrol of the Gov-
ernment, A

My judgment is that one of the weakest phases of the Fed-
eral-reserve law is the provision inserted in the bill by the in-
sistence of the administration that the Secretary of the Treas-
ury and the Comptroller of the Currency should be members
of the Federal Reserve Board. It has been the history of that
board that they have been a disturbing element in it; that they
have not given any detailed attention to the work of the board:
and, very largely, it has been the orders issued by the comp-
troller that have prevented State banks from coming into the
Federal Reserve System. I have no doubt this well-known con-
dition was given consideration by the committee in framing
this bill, and it came fo a wise conclusion. I distinetly approve
of having this board entirely removed from any administration
influence,

The board has power to have constructed ships in American
shipyards, navy yards, and elsewhere, giving preference to
American shipyards, other things being equal. What other
things being equal? The cost of construction, evidently. There
never has been an instance in the history of our Government
mntil within a year's time when we could construct ships in this
country as cheaply as they could be constructed in foreign
yards, and that will be the condition again as soon as this war
is over. Paying the wages which we do in this country and
paying the prices for materials which we do, we can not per-
manently compete with foreign shipyards in the construction
of ships. The result will be that we will not construct any
ships in our shipyards after this war is over. Neither will we
construct ships in our shipyards before the war is over, because
they have all the orders they can handle for the next two years.
So we may be sure that this $50,000,000, instead of being spent

in American shipyards, is going to be spent in foreign ship-

yards, or we are going to buy foreign ships whieh were built in
foreign shipyards. In other words, the American shipbuilder
is going to get no benefit whatever, it seems to me, from the
provisions of this Dbill.

Mr. SHAFROTH. DMr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MarTise of New Jersey in
the chair). Does the Senator from Massachusetts vield to the
Senator from Colorado?

Mr. WEEKS. I do, with pleasure,

LIIT TO0

Mr, SHAFROTH. Is it not a fact that we can manufacture
steel at a lower price than in any other country in the world?
Mr. WEEKS. Some types of steel products undoubtedly we
can. - :
Mr. SHAFROTH. Can we not manufacture the steel at a
low price that enters into ships? Most ships are now steel
ships. Will not that give us an advantage in constructing
ships in the future?

Mr. WEEKS. I do not think the Senator is correct in say-
ing that we can manufacture or produce the average quality of
steel that goes into ships cheaper than it can be done abroad
in normal times. 3 :

Mr, SHAFROTH. I have so understood. I may be mistaken,
however.

Myr. WEEKS. By doing work on a large scale we have de-
veloped some lines of business in steel products, like bridge
building, in which we have been competing successfully with
Europe. : .

Mr. SHAFROTH. Are we not and have we not for a number
of years been exporting large quantities of steel that goes in
the construction of ships and bridges and other things? :

AMr. WEEKS. I do not want to admit anything on that line
without looking up the conditions under which the exporfs were
made, and what the condition of the market was abroad, and
other similar matters which may have a bearing on whether we
could do so or not. Of course, we are shipping more and more
products, due to the fact that we manufacture on a larger scale
than we used to do; due also te the fact that we have per-
feeted machinery to a degree which has enabled us to compete
with foreign countries. Ior example, we have developed all the
machinery used in making shoes in the United States, and much
of this class of machinery is now used in making shoes in
Europe. In other words, our shoemaking machinery has ex-
celled any that has been developed elsewhere in the world;
so that we do compete with other countries in shoemaking.
That is the only reason why we have been able to export shoes
which we do, to the extent of seven or eight million dollars a
year. It is because our machinery has been so much better than
the machinery which was produced abroad that we could make
the shoes and ship them abroad in competition with their own
products. But now our shoe machinery is going into those coun-
tries, replacing foreign machinery; amd whatever other condi-
tions may be, we are almost sure to lose the exportation of
shoes whieh we have enjoyed for the last 10 or 15 years.

Under the provisions of the bill which we considered a year
ago last winter, a vigorous effort was made by opposition Sena-
tors to prevent thie purchase of ships belonging to belligerents.
Those who were in control of the bill—the majority of the
Senate—at that time refused to consider an amendment which
would prevent the purchase of a belligerent ship. I believed
then, and I believe now, that the original purpose of that legis-
Intion was to buy the interned ships in this country, the German
ships very largely, and that the legislation would never have
been considered if it had not been for that purpose. That is
my personal belief. It did seem to me extremely unwise that we
should buy belligerent ships under the conditions which then
prevailed, and I greatly regretted that those in charge of the
bill at that time were not willing to consider an amendment
which would prevent the possibility of our buying a quarrel.
Now they have exactly reversed their position at that time,
and we find that the principle of not buying belligerent ships is
considered sufficiently sound, so that they refuse to permit the
selling of our ships when we are engaged in a war. I commend
that change at least.

The shipping board, which I have discussed somewhat, has a
dual function, and it is to that particular point I want to bring
the attention of those who are listening to me,

First. It regulates the American merchant marine and its
operations,

Secondly. It manages a part of it which may be directly in
competition with the privately owned portion.

In other words, the duties of the board must necessarily be
conflicting in this respect. Suppose we spent a half billion dol-
lars for the purchase of a great railroad system in this country
and we put it under the control of the Interstate Commerce
Commission and that this railroad were in direct competition
with three or four other lines running between Chicago and the
Pacific coast, the other lines being privately owned and pri-
vately managed would be under the control, as far as rate making
is concerned and in other ways, of the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission, and the road that we bought were operated by the In-
terstate Commerce Commission. There would be great pressure
on a Government road as there will be on Government ships for
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low rates, and no board can withstand, in my judgment, the po-
litical pressure which will be brought.

An illustration of this condition is indicated in the European
countries where the Governments own the railroads. The pas-
senger rates are relatively low, while freight rates in those coun-
tries are relatively high. The number of shippers is not great, of
course, compared with the number of passengers who travel.
The pressure of the great traveling public is so great that rates
are constantly reduced for that service, while the freight rates
are maintained in many cases to twice the level that obtains in
this country.

That would be the case if we owned one railroad and put it
in the hands of the Interstate Commerce Commission to operate
in competition with privately operated roads. They would feel
a pressure which would compel the reduction of rates on the
Government line and which would probably affect the rates
made for privately owned lines, so that all such investments
would be unprofitable. :

The same result will obtain in the case of shipping, if we
buy ships and operate them under the control of a board, the
board at the same time controlling the operations of privately
owned ships directly in competition with them. We are going
to have the result of a dual operation, a conflicting operation,
and one in which the Government’s investments are going to
bring a less and less return as the pressure for lower rates con-
tinues.

I said some little time ago the board is given the power to
buy and sell and charter and lease or do any other act which
it sees fit along those lines. The limitation is put in the bill
that the act of selling shall have the approval of the President.
Of course that would be an absolutely formal action on his part.
So in effect we are turning over to this board this $£50,000,000
with the power to trade as it pleases.

Fifty million dollars under present conditions would probably
build about 500,000 tons of the kind of ships which should be
built for the purposes which this bill contemplates. In normal
times $50,000,000 would build about 1,000,000 tons, or about
twice as much tonnage as now. So we may assume that we will
lose 50 per cent of our investment as soon as conditions become
normal after the war. But even if we build 500,000 tons of
ships, that is only a small element in the total shipping of the
United States. We have some eight and a half million tons
flying our flag at this time, so that the 500,000 tons would be
about one-seventeenth of our total shipping. There are about
48,000,000 tons of shipping in the world. Therefore the 500,000
tons would be abouat one ninety-sixth of the total shipping of

3 world, not a large element in either case, either in connec-
tion with our own shipping or the shipping of the world.

The fact is that, undoubtedly, when the war is over there
will be ample shipping for all needs without this unusual con-
struction, even if we could get the ships constructed. So this
measure will simply add that additional amount of tonnage
to reduece the possibility of the shipping which is already con-
structed earning decent returns on the money invested.

When the bill was under consideration in the Sixty-third
Congress an amendment was offered providing that ships pur-
chased under the provisions of the bill should be used in the
coastwise service and a further amendment that such service
should be opened to foreign ships of all kinds.

Monday, August 1}, 1916.

Mr. WEEKS., Mr. President, when I yielded the floor on
Saturday last on account of the early adjournment of the
Senate I had reached that point in the discussion to which
sectton 9 refers—that is, the question of the admission of Gov-
ernment owned and operated ships into the coastwise trade—and
it is that subject I now wish to discuss at some length.

The question will be asked in connection with the amend-
ment to section 9, Why should not the Government have the
right to employ its own ships in any trade it pleases?

The question is a plausible one, but it ignore some impor-
tant considerations. One is fair play on the part of the Fed-
eral Government toward American ecitizens. Another is the
maintenance of the national defense.

There is no lack, and in normal times there is no pretense of
any lack, of sufficient tonnage in the great domestic trade of the
United States. Unlike the over-seas trade, this coastwise trade
has always been a protected industry—absolutely proteeted for
100 years, because Federal law has forbidden foreign shipown-
ers, with their low-wage erews and, perhaps, with subsidies and
bounties, to engage in it. This home trade has been left to
Ameriean private capital and enterprise, with the result that,
unlike the over-seas trade, where for many years there has been
no protection except to a few ocean mail lines, American ships
employed in coastwise earrying have steadily increased in ton-

nage until this American domestic fleet of 6,852,536 tons in 1914
exceeded by 1,500,000 tons the entire coastwise and over-seas
fleet of the German Empire, and, next to the vast fleet of Great
Britain, was the largest merchant shipping in the world.

American coastwise shipping has grown and prospered in the
same way in which agriculture and manufactures have grown
and prospered, and there is no more need of Govornment par-
ticipation in this than in the other great national industries.
There is no more need of it and there is no more justice in it in
the one case than in the other. Government ownership and
operation of merchant ships in the over-seas or foreign trade
is defended on the plea that private eapital and enterprise have
failed to provide tonnage sufficient for more than one-tenth of
the value of our export and import commerce—the fact being
wholly ignored that shipowning in this over-seas trade is the one
Ameriean industry that has had no share in the general system
of national protection—if the few mail lines already mentioned
are excepted.

But any such defense for Government ownership and opera-
tion of merchant vessels in the coastwise trade is wholly im-
possible. This means Government ownership and operation for
the sake of Government ownership and operation, and it pufs
the Federal Treasury into direct competition with an industry
that has grown with the growth of the country and successfully
met all the needs of the American people.

It is as if Congress were to propose to set the Government up
into competition with the cotton planters of the Southern States
or the eorn or wheat producers of the Middle West—establishing
a certain number of Government cotton plantations or corn or
wheat growing farms in every county, and operating them by
Federal money, without regard to profit, in rivalry with the
planters and farmers who have to pay interest on the money
used, and earn a livelihood for their families and themselves.

If such a proposition were seriously made in Congress, it
would be fought to the last extremity by all Senators and Rep-
resentatives from the cotton and grain growing States as an
intolerable abuse of the power and wealth of the Federal Gov-
ernment. But why should the same proposition, involving the
same element of injustice, be made toward the shipowners and
shipbuilders of the ocean and the Lakes? All that is wrong and
indefensible in it in the one case is equally wrong and inde-
fensible in the other, and fair-minded men of all sections of the
country ought to stand together against any invasion by the
Government of any normal business in which any part of the
American people is engaged.

There is no more reason why the Government should purchase
and operate coasiwise merchant vessels than why it should pur-
chase and operate plantations or farms or factories. In any case
it would be a usurpation of the natural rights of private capital,
enterprise, and labor. The question, Why should not the Gov-
ernment use its ships in any trade it pleases? is no more cun-
vincing than the question why the Government, having once
acquired plantations, farms, and factories, should not use them
in any way it pleases. It is not the function of the Government
to compete with and destroy the established business of any of
its citizens, whether that business be on the land or on the sea.
Even if the Government were forced by temporary conditions
to aequire for its own auxiliary defense a fleet of merchant
steamers, those ships could be most properly and advantageously
employed not in the home trade of the United States, where
there are enough American ships, but in the foreign or over-
seas trade, where the great present lack of ships exists, and
where, in chief part, the competition would be with alien flags
and alien corporations and not with the American flag and
American shipowners.

It has been falsely urged that the coastwise shipping industry
is a “monopoly,” and that thereby a Government attack upon it
is justified. This is a “monopoly ” of all American citizens,
made such by Washington, Jefferson, Madison, and their con-
temporaries, who deliberately sought to reserve this domestic
commerce to American-built ships, American owned. But it is
a monopoly that is open to all of us. A report of the Committee
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries of the House of Representa-
tives, presented in 1914 by Chairman ArExANDER a8 the result of
a study of shipping combinations and conferences in the foreign
and coastwise trade, has been hastily read and misunderstood
by some Senators, and its real significance has been misinter-
preted. The pretext for every accusation that American coast-
wise shipping is dominated by trusts and combinations is always
found in a statement in volume 4, page 406, of the report, to the
effect that the 30 lines of steamers on the Atlantic, Gulf, and
Pacific coasts and the Great Lakes that are controlled by rail-
roads or shipping combinations, ** operate 330 stenmers of 868,741
gross tons, or nearly 70 per cent of the total number of steamers
and T4 per cent of the tonnage.”
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This statement has been repeatedly referred to in Congress as
equivalent to 70 per cent of the vessels and T4 per cent of the
tonnage of the entive American merchant marine in coastwise
trade. As a matter of fact, as the context of Chairman Arex-
ANDER's Teport shows, and as he himself has repeatedly stated,
this report related only to * the regular line services,” which make
up altogether only a fraction of the total coastwise tonnage of
the United States.

That totai coastwise shipping on March 31, 1916, congisted of
23,503 vessels, of 0,303,149 tons, of which 14,796 vessels, of
4,487,500 tons, were steamers, Thus the 330 steamers of 868,741
tons desecribed in the Alexander report as controlled by railroads
or shipping consolidations constituted only about 12 per cent,
and not T4 per cent, of the total coastwise tonnage of the United
States, or only 18 per cent of the total steam tonnage. Making
allowance for the tow barges owned by coal-carrying rallroads
on the Ailantic coast, it is certain that fully six-sevenths of the
entire coastwise tonnage is controlled by private shipowners, by
individuals, firms, or corporations competing independently with
each other. This is the industry which this bill proposes to
attack by means of Government owned and operated ships, in-
cluding such foreign-built ships as the Government may acquire,
though foreign-built ships ean not now be lawfully operated in
the home trade by American citizens.

Such a proposition has never been made toward any other
American business, in which there are thousands of independent
proprietors actively competing with each other all the time.
The great bulk of American coastwise shipping is composed not
of regular-line services carrying passengers and fast freight but
of general-cargo or “tramp” vessels, steam or sail, of widely
distributed ownership, designed particularly for the earrying
of lumber, grain, coal, and all kinds of heavy merchandise.
These vessels, as a rule, are not controlled by great corpora-
tions. Their competition is intense, their profits are moderate,
and their resources will not admit of withstanding the wealth
and power of the Federal Government. The *regular-line”
services would suffer least from Government competition. The
sharpest injury would fall upon the smaller concerns, the
independent firms, the individual shipowners. Government
competition in the general coastwise business would inevitably
mean that in a few years most of the small shipowners would
have disappeared, leaving the business a monopoly of large,
rich combinations, which would, of course, have the best chance
of standing out against the Treasury in Washington,

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Bryax in the chair).
Does the Senator from Massachusetts yield to the Senator from
Florida?

Mr. WEEKS. Certainly. i

Mr. FLETCHER. If I may interrupt the Senator at this
point, the Senator claims that the Government, as he expresses
it, will be able to operate ships, including all that it may ac-
quire .of foreign-built vessels. I think the Senator is falling
into the same error as did the Senator from Washington [Mr.
Joxes] if his view is that under section 5, which provides for
the construction, purchase, charter, or lease of vessels, the
vessels so chartered or leased may be employed as provided in
section 7. If the Senator will examine carefully the two sec-
tions, he will find that the only vessels which can be chartered,
leased, or sold by the board are the vessels that are purchased
or constructed under section 5 or transferred under section 6.
Those vessels that may be leased or chartered under section 5
the board is not given power to charter, lease, or sell, as a read-
ing of section 7 will show,

The language of section 5 is:

That the board, with the approval of the President, is authorized to
have construocted and equipped in American shipyards and navy vards
or elsewhere, giving preference, other things being equal, to domestic
yards, or to purchase, lease, or charter vessels suitael‘;]le, as far as the
commercial requirements * * may permit,

But in section 7 the language is:

That the board. upon terms and conditions prescribed by it and ap-
proved by the President, may charter, lease, or scll to any person, a
citizen of the United States, any vessel—

Not chartered or leased at all, but—
80 purchased, construeted, or transferred.

So that the limitation is—as to the power of the Government
to charter, lease, or sell these vessels—to those which are pur-
chased or construected under section 5, and not to those that
may be chartered or leased under section 5. They are limited
to those which are purchased or built, preferably, in Ameriean
shipyards.

So I think the Senator is in error when he assumes that all
vessels which may be acquired by the board may be chartered,
leased, or sold to other people by the board and operated in

the coastwise trade. The authority to charter or lease under
section T is confined to those vessels which are purchased or
built under section b5.

Mr., WEEKS. Mr. President, I do not think I misunder-
stand the sections to which the Senator has referred. The
provision that vessels may be built by the Government “at
Government navy yards or at private shipbuilding establish-
ments in the United States or elsewhere, other conditions being
equal,” means that as soon as the war is over other conditions
will not be equal; that the foreign shipbuilder will be able to
compete successfully with our shipbuilders; and therefore, if
they are to be built under those terms, other things not being
equal, they will be built abroad. That is one of the definite
objections to this legislation. )

But the Government is either going to build ships or it is
going to buy them. If it builds them within the next two
vears, it must build them abroad, because our shipyards are
fully employed for that time,

Something like 1,100,000 tons of shipping are being con-
structed in the private shipyards of this country at this time,
If the Government huys them, it must buy them abroad, under
the provisions of this bill, unless possibly some regular liner
is to be taken off the service which it is now performing,
Therefore I assume that the ships which the Government pur-
chases or builds are going to be built by foreign labor and by
foreign capital, and that under the provisions of this bill those
ships may be leased or chartered or sold to others who may use
them in the coastwise service.

I do not know how much of this is going to be done. If it
is not going to be done fo a considerable extent, it should be
stricken out of the bill entirely. It is a radical step for us to
take, and unless it has some definite purpose other than that
indicated by the Senator from Florida, it ought not to be con-
sidered at Rll.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President:

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Massa-
chusetts yield to the Senator from Iowa?

Mr, WEEKS. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. CUMMINS. It seems to me the Senator from Massa-
chiusetts is possibly admitting too much of the claim made by
the Senator from Florida.

Mr, WEEKS. I did not intend to admit anything.

Mr. CUMMINS. I do not read the bill in the way he does.
It is my opinion that any ship which is either bought from the
board, chartered from the board, or leased from the board is
admitted to the coastwise traffic.

Mr. WEEKS. Undoubtedly. That is my understanding.

Myr. CUMMINS. Now, ordinarily one would think that the
board would only have the authority to sell or charter or lease
ships that it owned. That is not true. The board, in section 5,
is anthorized to acquire the possession of a ship either by pur-
chase, construction, lease, or charter. Of course, in the two
latier instances it would own only a qualified title; but if the
board leases a ship from some owner, so far as this bill is
concerned, it can re-lease the ship to an operator, and the ship
would be entitled to admission to the coastwise traflic. There
can be no doubt about that construction of this act.

Mr. WEEKS. Mr. President, I had assumed that the board
would not lease or charfer vessels, generally speaking, because
these vessels are to be a part of our naval auxiliaries; and it
did not seem to me that in any case the board would lease a
boat having a foreign ownership for that purpose, and probably
it would not lease vessels having a domestic ownership.

Mr., CUMMINS. Well, these words must be in the proposed
statute for some purpose. If the board is given the power to
lease or charter from an owner a ship, it must be that those
who stand for the bill expect that in some instances the board
will do that thing. Now, if the board does that thing, then it
can lease or charter the ship to another corporation or person,
a citizen of the United States, and the ship will be admitted to
the coastwise business. That is inevitable under the language
of the bill.

Mr. FLETCHIER. Mr. President, I think the Senator makes
the same error as did the other Senator in discussing that, be-
cause in section 7 it will be found that the board is given the
power to “charter, lease, or sell to any person a citizen of the
United States any vessel so purchased, constructed, or trans-
ferred,” not “any vessel so chartered, leased, constructed, or
transferred ™ but only those that are purchased, constructed, or
transferred to it under section 6.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, if the Senator from Massa-
chuseits will allow me to reply to that

Mr. WEEKS. Certainly.

Mr. CUMMINS. When the board takes a lease of a ship from
an owner the vessel is transferred to the board, and the words
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“or transferred ” must necessarily apply to that transaction,
because 'you have already used the words * purchased” and
“ constructed " ; and if the words * or transferred " do not cover
the case of a transfer by lease or charter, they have no appli-
cation whatever.

Mr. FLETCHER. They have the application that follows
necessarily from the preceding section, section 6:

el i} either perman
per'rigg; getfemb})ﬁ.l:it s?;:ﬁ' g&lﬁeh‘gm to th:nt]
partment.

That is what is meant by the use of the word “ transferred
in section 7.

Mr. CUMMINS. That may be the intent of the committe, but
that would not be the construction of the aect, in my opinion.

Mr. WEEKS. Mr. President, I think there is proper ground
for eriticism in the suggestion which the Senator from Towa
has made; but it is not likely that the Government will lease
or charter vessels and then lease them or charter them to
some one else. If it did not use them for its own purposes, it
would naturally give up the charter or lease. I think, in the
final result, it will be found that it is only the ships which are
bought or built which will be put into the coastwise trade. How-
ever, any possibility of getting any of these ships into the coast-
wise trade is bad.

Government competition with the 24,000 vessels in the coast-
wise trade of the United States would be sufficiently unjust
even if it were conducted on equal conditions, or conditions as
equal as they could be made when the collective national
wealth and influence are invoked against the resources of in-
dividual citizens, firms, or corporations. But in the proposed
bill the Government is definitely exempted from an important
requirement of the national maritime law, which all American
shipowners must obey unless, indeed, according to this bill, they
are to be privileged to purchase or lease their vessels from the
Government. From the beginnings of our national life, first
in 1789 by heavily discriminating tonnage taxes, and afterwards,
in 1817, by absolute prohibition, the American coastwise trade
has been constantly reserved to American-built ships owned
by American citizens, This proposed bill for the first time
breaks down the policy of Washington and his colleagues and
successors in these words in section 9:

Provided, That forelgn-built vessels admitted to American
or enrollment and llcense under this act; and vessels owned, b
or leased by any corporation in which the United States is a stock-
holder, and vessels sold, leased, or chartered to any person a citizen
of the United States, as eﬁm'f.w'l(le(fl in this act, may engage in the coast-
wise trade of the United States.

Already, by a provision in the emergency shipping act of
August 18, 1914, foreign-built ships may be admitted free to
American registry for the over-seas trade of the United States.
This proposed bill, admitting foreign-built vessels free to Ameri-
can enrollment and license for the coastwise trade if owned by
the Government or leased, chartered, or sold by the Government,
breaks down the century-old policy of protection to American
shipyards and establishes, in effect, a policy of absolute free
trade. For it must be manifest that the fact that the Govern-
ment is allowed to use foreign-built ships in the coastwise trade,
and the further fact that it is authorized to lease or charter
or sell foreign-built ships to private shipowners for employment
in the same trade, will create at once a condition so unequal
that shipowners now employing American-built ships will be
constrained to apply to the Government to secure foreign-built
vessels for them alse; so that eventually American shipyards
will face the prospect of being reduced to the production of
tugs, barges, lighters, and small local craft, which ean not be
safely brought across the ocean.

The tariff duties, even under a policy of tariff for revenue
only, like the present one, give some measure of protection to
almost all forms of American manufacturing and to many
branches of American agriculture. Tools, cutlery, clothing, rice,
sugar, Angora-goat hair can not be brought into this country on
a free-trade basis ; but the proposed bill would provide, in effect,
for absolute free trade in completed ships, which are the greatest,
most costly, and most elaborate manufactured product in exist-
ence, the product which employs more labor and a larger number
of different occupations than any other.

Absolute free trade in ships is not only bitterly unjust to the
thousands of American workmen and the millions of dollars of
Ameriean capital engaged in shipbuilding, but is a direct menace
to the national defense, The prime purpose of Washington and
the other fathers of the Government in reserving the whole
coastwise commerce of the new Nation to American ships built
in American shipyards was to insure forever the existence in
this country of a sufficient number of yards and a sufficient body
of skilled mechanics to create and maintain an adequate Navy
in case of a foreign war. A few Government shipyards were

or for lmited
ar or Navy De-

at the same time established, but the fathers of the Nation
recognized a fact that is just as true to-day, that exactly as it
has been the national policy to reinforce the Regular Army in
every war by a great body of volunteers, so in the same crisis
the Government shipbuilding resources must be strengthened by
the very much greater facilities of commereial shipbuilding.

As Thomas Jefferson, then Secretary of State in the Oabinet
of President Washington, put the case, in 1794 :

To force shipbuilding is to establish ship i Is to form maga-
zines; to mujngllg umgnl hands ; to prm!ucey:ﬂ;t.ists and wortms:!
every kind who mn{ be found at once for the peaceful speculations of
commerce and for the terrible wants of war., * * * For a navi-
Eﬂng people to purchase its marine afloat would be a strange specu-

tion, as the marine would always be dependent on the merchants
furnishing them. Placing, as a reserve, with a fotelgn natlon or in
a forelgn shipyard, the carpenters, blacksmiths, calkers, sailmakers,
and the vessels of a nation, would be a singular commerecial combina-

tion. We must, therefore, build them for ourselves.

What Jefferson then said of carpenters, calkers, sailmakers,
and so forth, in those days of wood and canvas, is equally true
to-day of riveters and machinists in these days of steel and
steam. There is no change in this fundamental principle of
statesmanship. American shipyards by the score, American
shipyard workmen by the thousands and the tens of thousands,
are as indispensable to the national defense to-day as they
were in the Revolution and the second war with England.

This proposed bill, under the specious plea of allowing the
Government fo use its ships in any trade it may see fit,
would undermine and destroy the American shipbuilding in-
dustry, and annihilate an essential element of national defense.
While this present war lasts it may be true that the enhanced
cost of materials abread, the scarcity of workmen, and the
absorption- of commercial yards in the imperative duty of naval
construction and repair work will keep foreign shipbuilding
costs as high as our own. Baut all this will suddenly change
when the war has ended. Material, such as steel plates and
shapes, may cost as much in Europe and Japan after the war
as they cost in the United States, for they cost as much before
the war began. But in the wages of labor there will be again
a substantial difference. All foreign yards with naval work
reduced or suspended will be hungry for employment, and there
is not the shadow of a doubt that even with &ll the increased
experience which American yards have gained during the war
our yards will be underbid by their foreign competitors.

An American ocean ship before the war cost-on the average
40 to 50 per cent more than o similar foreign ship, because of
the higher wages—from 60 to 100 per cent higher in this coun-
try—and the advantage which some foreign yards enjoyed
from direct bounties and other forms of national aid, and all
foreign yards enjoyed from their relatively greater and more
constant volume of production. Bven assuming that on the
conclusion of peace this former difference in cost will be re-
duced, it is certain to remain at approximately 25 or 30 per
cent; and 25 per cent of the price of an average ocean ship of a
capacity of 8,000 tons is $100,000. It is so clear as to be un-
deniable that if the Government of the United States, as au-
thorized by the proposed bill, can go to Great Britain or Ger-
many or Japan and purchase there ten 8,000-ton ships for
$4,000,000 and place them in the American coastwise trade in
competition with American shipowners who have paid $5,000,-
000 for 10 American-built ships of similar capacity the Gov-
ernment will inevitably drive these American-built ships off
the ocean. The interest charge on the $1,000,000 additional
cost of the American-built fleet will be at least $50,000 a year;
the insurance charge $30,000 more; the depreciation charge
$40,000; or a total handieap of $120,000 a year on the private
shipowners and American construection.

Under such conditions the private shipowners in order to
exist can do only one thing, and that is to go also to Great
Britain or Germany or Japan for another fleet that would place
them on equal terms with the Government.

After a very few years of such a policy of free trade run mad
there would not be a commercial shipyard left in the United
States that could produce a large cruiser, to say nothing of a
battleship. And it must be remembered that the commercial
shipyards of this country, far larger and more completely
equipped than the few Government yards, and managed on
business principles, have constructed all but 4 of the 37 battle-
ships now possessed by the United States,

This proposed bill, in section 9, confers upon foreign nations,

our rivals in trade and possible enemies in war, an almost im-
measurable commercial and naval advantage, which would be
the certain result of the adoption of a complete policy of free
trade in shipbuilding. Some foreign Governments already give
substantial sums of public money at the rate of so much per
ton to encourage their native shipyards and to keep them ready
in case of an emergency. Japan, for example, has such a
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pelicy, which, coupled with her low rate of wages, would en-
able her to construct American coastwise ships far below the

eost at which they could possibly be produced by American

workmen. This proposed bill means, in section 9, that American
shipyards and the skilled and well-paid labor on the Pacifie
eoust are to be brought into direct and merciless free-trade com-
petition with the 50-cent per day beuntied and subsidized ship-
¥ards of the Japanese Empire.

The bill, in section 5, authorizes the shipping board “ to have con-
structed and equipped in American shipyards and navy yards or
elsewhere, giving preference, other things being equal, to.domestie
yards,” and so forth. What this obviously means is that If an
Ameriecan shipyard will build a given ship for $400,000 and a
Japanese or other foreign yard for $400,000—that is, “ other
things being equal ”—the American shipyard shall receive the
contract. from the Government. But if the Ameriean shipyard,
because of its higher wage scale, must charge $500,000 for a
ship which ean be built in Japan or elsewhere: for $400,000; it is
manifest that other things are not equal, and that under any
possible reading of the bill the shipping board will be con-
strained by the law to place the contract in Japan or Hurope:

A bill of such momentous consequences to the commercial
shipbuilding of this country, to the American merchant marine,
and to the national defense, ought not to be foreed to passage
on the eve of a national election. It ought to be referred to the
people of this country in the present campaign—Iet them decide
for themselves whether (to reeall Jefferson’s graphic phrase)
they wish to “place as a reserve with a foreign nation or in a
foreign shipyard " the power to eonstruct the ships for Ameri-
can eommeree—which eventually the power to constract
our ships of war.

Furthermore, Mr. President, even if we construct the ships
which are provided for under this bill, it will be but a drop
in the bueket cempared with the total shipping of the world
or our total shipping. The total shipping of the world aggre-
gate 48,000,000 tons, and there can only be constructed under
this prowision about 500,000 tons. So it would not have any
material effect in reducing the present cost of the ocean carry-
ing trade, but it would add that amount of additional tonnage
to the shipping of the world, to help make all shipping un-
profitable at the end of the war, which is likely to eccur in
any case.

An American merchant marine sufficiently large to relieve
60 per eent of our carrying trade from dependence on foreign
ships would about put us in the position now held by England.
To add to our capacity te that extent would require about
twelve times as much shipping as we propose to construct or
can construct under the provisions of this bill.

At the beginning ef the present war 4,000,000 tons of British
shipping were engaged in shipping between: foreign ports having
no: connection with: those of Great Britain. The shippingof Great
Britain at this time is enormously profitable, and & special
tax is imposed of one-half of the profits in of the normal
returns reeceived, which means that not enly British importers
but all ethers who pay the freight on goods carried in British
vessels eontribute to England’s war budget. In other words, of
every dollar we pay British ships for freight or other trans-
portation facilities 50 eents goes to the British Government to
assist in carrying on the war.

That is another consideration. which we may well give to
legislation in favor of the real development of our merchant
marine. If we had a merchant marine sufficiently great to
carry the proportionate part of our eommeree that the British
marine earries of that of Great Britain, we could impose a tax
which would be a material influence in affecting our revenues
under such eircumstances.

Furthermore, as I discussed the other day, if tramp steamers
are not ecommon carriers, this will not affect at least three-
quarters of our shipping. Seventy per cent of the British
steam shipping consists of tramp vessels. In 1915, 1,871,000
tons of American shipping earried 14.3 per cent of our total
foreign commerece. If we wish to carry 60 per cent of our
foreign commeree, which would be the amount of the proportion-
ate part earried by Great Britain, then we would have to build,
as I have suggested, something like 6,000,000 tons of shipping.

This legislation should be limited to the establishment of a
permanent shipping beard, which should investigate all matters
relnting to:shipping and to the construction of naval and Army
auxilinries and then report to Congress its conclusions. The
beard should eonstitute a permanent advisory body, and should
take over the functions now performed by the Bureau of Navi-
gatien and any other kindred work being done by ether bureaus.
Every question relating te this subject should come under the
seope of the investigations made by the board, such as measures
necessary to maintain our shipping upon an equitable competi-
tive basis with that of other nations, the cost of construetion

and operation of American ships, the rates of interest on ship-
ping mortgages, insurance rates, such permanent lines of ocean
carrying as should be undertaken, recommendations as to means
of encouraging these undertakings by private capital, whether
it is desirable to modify the act of 1801 relating to the carrying
of mail so that additienal service of the same character may
be furnished, whether any features of the seamen’s act should
be modified or rescinded, whether the navigation laws of the
United States shonld be changed in any way, and make recom-
mendations of metheds which will tend to bring about a recon-
struction of our merchant marine.

It should report on and produce information as to—

(a) Greater diversification of European export trade.

(b) Larger number of traffic-producing ports at whieh vessels
may call in early stages of outbound and last stages of homeward
voyages.

(e) Profitable passenger traffic (including emigration)..

(d) Pinancial support by Governments to insure communi-
cation with colonies or distant strategic points.

The National Foreign Trade Council, in referring to this sub-
ject, gives the following as its opinion of what a truly national
policy should do, and I agree entirely with its conclusions:

First. To increase the national income and domestic prosrcritr
through greater facilities for the sale abroad of products of the soil and
mdusgry of the United tes, the importation of materials Indis-
pensable to life and industry, and through the freights eollected from
world commerce.

3113cund. To maintain under the flag communication with distant pos-
sessions,

Third. To ald the national defense and maintain commerce during
war, whether the: United States be belligerent or neutral.

Mr. President, there is not any element of our pepulation
that is rot interested in a suitable development of the merchant
marine. I undertake to say that the unusual, untried method
propused by this bill will hamper and restrict the development
of a merchant marine rather than assist it. We have been
drifting in this country inte a policy which puts in a practieal
strait-jacket the business affairs which may be eontrolled by
a commission or by other governmental agency. It is a wrong
tendency. What we should do is to increase and develop the
individual’s ability to do for himself, and encourage him
through the Government rather than: restrict and hamper him,
As long as we undertake to develop the merchant marine or to
develop anything else along the lines proposed in this bill it is
going to be a failure, and we are going to find ourselves in
the case of the carrying trade and in all other industrial mat-
bters in: the hands of eur competitors instead of doing our own

usiness.

APPENDIX.
Htatement showing the number and gross tonnage of American vesscls
by rig and documents on March 31, 1916,
! Enrolled and
fored vessels, | jjcensed vessols, Totak
" Freign trade. coasting trade.
Rig.
Number | Gross | Number| Gross |Number| Gross
of vessels.| tons. |ofvessels.| tons. |ofvessels.| toms:
208,175 | 4,052 \ 728 549 | 1,332, 908
1,531,449 | 6,255 4,%?-'3; g,'m 5,_%,-795
o420 | 8541 | ‘16210 0,188 | 186,631
B Rl 560 | 61,994 560 | 61,904
133,120 3,285 | 580,871 4,421 | 1,022,991
‘| 2,004,165 || 23,503 | 6,363,140 | 26,572 8, 457,114

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Mr. President, I wish to ask the Senator
from Massachusetts if there is a provision in the bill as to what
is to be done with these ships if the board is unable to lease
them to private persons or corporations?

Mr. WEEKS. Then the Government is to operate the ships.

Mr. BRANDEGHEE.
sion in the bill? -

Mr. WEEKS., I think I can find it. Pessibly the Senator
from Florida may have it before him.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Is the Senator from Florida able to refer
me to it?

Mr. FLETCHER. The power to operate is found in section
11. Only upon the conditions and terms and requirements as
set forth in section 11 is there any power to operate.

Mr. BRANDEGEH. I thank the Senator.

[Mr. Garringer resumed and concluded the speeeh begun by
him on last Friday. The entire speech is as follows:]
Friday, August 11, 1918,
Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President, at a later hour in the de-
bate, probably to-morrow, I shall review the bill now under eon-
sideration in an endeavor to show that under its terms no sub-

Is the Senator able to turn te that provi-
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stantial help ecan possibly come toward the rehabilitation of
the American merchant marine, and that it will be a reckless
waste of public money and a humiliating failure in the end.
I shall also point out the handicaps under which American
ships are laboring in their competition with ships of the other
great maritime nations of the world, and also the danger that
lurks in the proposition to allow these Government-owned ships
to enter the coastwise trade of the United States.

To-day it will be my purpose to hurriedly review the legisla-
tive attempts that have been made by the Republican Party
during the past 11 years to secure legislation looking to the up-
building of American over-seas shipping, and to point out the
fact that all such attempted legislation has been made impos-
sible by the solid opposition of the Democratic Party.

Mr, President, more than 11 years ago, on January 4, 1905, it
was my duty and pleasure as chairman of the Merchant Marine
Commission to present to the Senate the report of that com-
mission, which had been authorized on the recommendation of
the President of the United States in the act of April 28, 1904.
There served with me on that commission of those now living
and Members of this Chamber the senior Senator from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. Lobge], the senior Senator from Pennsylvania
[Mr. Pexrosg], and the senior Senator from Virginia [Mr.
Marti®]. With us there served, too, the honored and lamented
Senator Mallory, of Florida. On the part of the House there
were Representative Grosvenor, of Ohio; Representative Minor,
of Wisconsin; Representative HuapHrEY, of Washington ; Rep-
resentative Spight, of Mississippi; and Representative McDer-
mott, of New Jersey, of whom Representative HUMPHREY now
alone remains a Member of the House. The Senate members
of the commission, with one exception, were all chosen from
the Committee on Commerce, the House members from the
Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. All of us
were not unfamiliar with the work in hand, and all felt a deep
interest in the subject of the inquiry. Between May 23 and
November 19, 1904, the commission visited the principal ports
of the Atlantie, the Great Lakes, the Pacific, and the Gulf of
Mexico, hearing several hundred witnesses and receiving evi-
dence which in the final report filled nearly 2,000 printed pages.

It was a laborious task, but it was performed with a deep
sense of patriotic duty by all of the Senators and Representa-
tives of the commission, and at the end we had the satisfaction
of belleving that it was the most thorough and elaborate study
ever made on behalf of our Government into the question of the
American merchant marine, " Only one regret accompanied it,
and that was that the conclusions and recommendations of the
commission were not unanimous. It was our fervent hope from
the beginning—the hope, I know, of the Senators from Virginia
and from Florida, no less than of us on this side of the Cham-
ber—that all personal and party differences might be forgotten,
as, indeed, they were in the long and careful gathering of the
testimony, and that there might be complete agreement as to
the wisest solution of the great problem that had for more than
half a century baffled all the efforts of American statesmanship.

Originally most of the members of the Merchant Marine Com-
mission from both Houses were believers in a return to pref-
erential duties, *“the policy of the fathers,” as the proper
method of reviving our ocean carrying trade. That was our
belief as the investigation started, and It received much power-
ful support from the practical shipowners and merchants who
appeared before the commission on the Atlantic and Pacific
coasts. Preferential duties then seemed to be distinetly favored
by the major part of the maritime and mercantile communities
of the United States. But as the hearings continued and were
concluded in Washington during November and December,
19804, a majority of the commission was slowly and reluctantly
forced to the conviction that under radically changed condi-
tions the legislation of Washington, Adams, Jefferson, and
Madison could not be revived, because of the vast growth of
the tariff free list, the prohibitions of 30 or more commercial
treaties, and the risk of reprisals from foreign Governments.
Therefore, there was nothing for the majority to do but to
recommend a cautious system of mail and general shipping
subsidies or subventions, and this we did. Unfortunately the
minority of the commission felt that it could not subscribe
to general shipping subsidies, though no objection was offered
to mail subventions, and there was, therefore, a divided report,
the minority urging preferential duties.

BILLS OF THE MERCHANT MARINE COMMISSION.

The Senate adopted the majority report and passed the bill
recommended on February 14, 1906, by a vote of 38 to 27. No
action was taken by the House at that session, but at the next
session the House amended the measure in some particulars
and passed it on March 1, 1907, by a vote of 157 to 145. Many
of the Senators will recall that on the question of concurrence

by the Senate in the House amendments a filibuster, directed
by the late Senator Carmack, of Tennessee, prevented action
in the closing hours of the Fifty-ninth Congress, and thereby
defeated the effort of the majority to strengthen our ocean
shipping and increase our naval reserve.

I will pause, Mr. President, to say that, in my opinion, had
that bill become a law—and it would have become a law had it
not been filibustered against in the closing hours of that ses-
sion—we would have had no trouble during the vears that have
intervened in having an abundance of shipping between the
United States and South America, as well as across the Pacifie
Ocean to the Orient and to Australasin. But it was defeated,

In the following, or Sixtieth, Congress, at the first session, I
reintroduced the bill “to amend the act of March 3, 1801, en-
titled ‘An act to provide for ocean mail service between the
United States and foreign ports and to promote commerce.’”
In this form the proposal received very earnest and powerful
support in arguments advanced on both sides of the Chamber,
and on March 20, 1908, the Senate passed the bill without a
roll call, and without any vote being recorded against it. On
March 2, 1909, a motion in the House to suspend the rules and
pass the bill was defeated by a very narrow margin—172 yeas
to 175 nays. It will be observed that it required only 2 Demo-
cratic votes to pass the bill,but no Democratic votes were forth-
coming. On May 22, 1908, an effort to have the ocean mail bill
accepted in the House as an amendment to the Post Office ap-
propriation bill, in which the Senate had placed it, was defeated
143 to 155, and on the following day defeated again, 145 to 153.

In the Sixty-first Congress, second session, I again introduced
the ocean mail bill, and it passed the Senate February 2, 1911—
the roll call showing 39 yeas to 89 nays, and the deciding vote
being cast by the Vice President. This bill was not acted on in
the House of Representatives.

In the Sixty-third Congress the bill was again introduced in
substantially the same language as before, but received no con-
sideration in the Democratic committee. In the present Con-
gress I have introduced two bills, both of which, with slight
variations, seek to aid the merchant marine by mail subventions,
but they are lying unacted on in the committee.

I have recalled these events for the purpose of emphasizing
to the Senate and the country that we on this side of the Cham-
ber have not been unmindful of the national need of a great
merchant marine, and that nothing but party and perhaps sec-
tional differences have prevented us from long ago achieving it.
On every occasion when the ocean mail bill was rejected in the
House, it was by a very slender majority.

FOREIGN " RESTRAINT ” OF AMERICAN TRADE.

Much of this opposition to the encouragement of American
ocean shipping, I regret to say, came from the splendid, great
agricultural States of the Northwest, though there were Sena-
tors from that section whose loyal help I gladly acknowledge
in the long struggle for some measure of relief for our mer-
chant marine. The distinguished senior Senator from Minne-
sota [Mr. Nersox] will find strong confirmation of the wisdom
of his own course on this gquestion in a significant statement
that has recently been published by the Federal Trade Com-
mission. “Many business men,” the commission says, “em-
phasize the handicap resulting from the lack of American
ships.” A northwestern milling company declares:

We are particularly interested in securing protection for the Ameri-
ecan manufactorer or shipper against restraint of foreign trade result-
ing from difficuities and handicaps imposed by forelgn-owned steamship
lines. We realize more every day that tke American manufacturer or
shlppcl;: its Ifntérely at the mercy and in the hands of foreign-owned

nes.
Steiq?rzlgg-owncd steamship lines are receiving in return for hauling
wheat and wheat products from American seaports to European sea-
ports at least 5O, If not 75, per cent of the total value of American
wheat and products that are being exported to Europe. We are in
osition to substantiate our statements with specific and dependable
gam in our possession.

Mr. President, those Senators who through these many years
have steadfastly contended for the application to our ocean ship-
ping industry of the principle of adequate protection and en-
couragement that has wrought such wonderful results as applied
to agriculture and to manufacturing must decline to be held re-
sponsible for the present condition of the .verseas carrying
trade of the United States—the only great national industry
exposed to foreign competition that has been forced to go on
year after year unprotected by the Nation which it serves, In
my judgment, Mr, President, there can be no more impressive
object lesson of the essential truth of the protective system
than the vivid contrast between this one unprotected industry
and the great tariff-protected domestic industries of America.
Yet the natural skill and aptitude of Americans who live on
and by the sea have always been unsurpassed in their bold and
arduous calling.
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As shipbuilders, shipowners, and sailors, men of our race
were leading the world when agriculture was still a rude art
and manufactures were in the infancy of their development.
Whenever to-day, as in the great coastwise trade, the Panama
trade, and on the West India mail lines, American ships are
given a fair opportunity, they are splendidly upholding the
traditions of their Nation and the glory of their flag. Our
American Navy, its noble ships, officers, and men are in their
way only what an American over-seas merchant fleet would be
if the Congress of the United States had not failed or refused
for G0 years to take the necessary measures to create one,

OTHER AND FUTILE EXPEDIENTS.

Since my own efforts were rendered unsuccessful by party or
sectional opposition, I have watched with keen interest the
various experiments undertaken on the other side. Three years
ago a clause was inserted in the new tariff law ostensibly re-
viving the successful policy of 1789 and granting a rebate of 5
per cent of the customs duties on goods imported in American
ships. This clause was due to the earnest advocacy of the
accomplished former chairman of the Committee on Ways and
Means of the House of Representatives, since so cordially wel-
comed to this Chamber, the junior Senator from Alabama [Mr,
Uxperwoon]. His devotion to the upbuilding of our merchant
marine, I doubt not, is as wholehearted and persevering as that
of any Senator on this or the other side, and it would have been
cause for profound gratification to us all if the preferential-
duty policy of the tariff law of 1913 could have received a fair
test in actual operation. But if has been suspended by the
Treasury Department because of supposed conflict with the
terms of important treaties with foreign Governments and is
now before the Supreme Court for a final test of its validity.
This experience is not encouraging as to the practicability of a
renewal of the preferential-duty plan, but is rather a con-
firmation of the doubts and objections of a majority of the
merchant marine commission, so earnestly expressed in their
report of a decade ago.

THE “ FREE SHIP' EXPERIMENT.

Another expedient not favored by the majority and not ree-
ommended by the minority of that commission has been actually
tested under conditions made extraordinarily favorable by the
great Kuropean war., This is the “ free ship™ policy embodied
in the emergency free registry law of August 18, 1914. A pre-
vious trial of that policy, provided for in the Panama Canal act
of August 24, 1912, had proved a complete failure. The Pan-
ama Canal act, reversing a national policy of a hundred years,
had opened American registry for purposes of over-seas com-
merce to all foreign-built vessels owned by American citizens
or corporations, the conditions being that these ships should be
fit to carry dry and perishable cargo and should be not more
than five years old. In the face of this invitation, two years
had gone by and not one foreign-built ship had sought the
Ameriean flag. No experiment could have proved more disap-
pointing to its advocates.

But the war-emergency act of August 18, 1914, opened the
doors wider still by eliminating the 5-year age limit and the
requirement of fitness to carry dry and perishable cargo, and
offered American registry for the over-seas trade to foreign-
built ships of any deseription if owned by American citizens or
corporations. Moreover, the new act authorized the President
to exempt these foreign-built ships from our survey, measure-
ment, and inspection laws, and to exempt them also from em-
ploying American citizens as officers. An Executive order
promptly gave these foreign-built ships the indicated advantages
over American steamers of native construction and previous
registry.

Whether this wider free-ship law would have had any more
effect under normal conditions in time of peace can never be
determined, for it found most of the world at war and an extraor-
dinary value vesting in the protection of the flag of the most
powerful of neutral Governments, Several German ships,
owned by the Standard Oil and other American concerns, were
promptly naturalized in order to escape the swarming cruisers
of the British navy, and many British ships also owned by
American capital were hurried under the Stars and Stripes to
escape the Emden and her consorts. The shelter of our flag
and the more favorable marine insurance rates constituted a
generous subsidy for the time being to these fortunate ship-
owners. Nearly all of the vessels thus brought into American
registry were American owned before the war began and were
being operated under foreign flags to secure the advantages of
lower wages of foreign officers and crews, less exacting laws
and regulations, and lower cost of maintenance.

*“ FREE SHIPS ¥ A FAILURE,

For a few months foreign-built ships came in rapidly, the

principal fleets being those of the Standard Oil Co., the United

r.%

Fruit Co., and the United States Steel Corporation. These were
welcome and important accessions to the American flag. Many
of these vessels—the newer and more efficient craft—could have
been naturalized under the law of 1912 but their owners did
not act until the war had offered a powerful inducement. If
ever a free-ship policy were to be effective it would be under
the extraordinary conditions of this. great world war. Yet
after a few months there came a significant halt in the seeking
of American registry. Fewer and fewer foreign-built vessels
applied for the American flag. This was noticeable even before
the present seamen’s law received the approval of the Presl-
dent, on March 4, 1915. Up to that time it had been believed
that the seamen's bill would fail of enactment, and it was not
being actively taken into the calculations of shipowners. It
may be added that even now the seamen’s law bears less heavily
on foreign-built than on American-built ships, for by Executive
order foreign-built vessels admitted to American registry under
the act of August 18, 1914, have been exempted from its most
onerous provisions. Therefore it is not possible to seek in the
seamen's law an explanation of the virtual failure of the free-
ship experiment, though undertaken in time of war when all
circumstances were most propitious for its success.

ACENOWLEDGMEXT OF SECRETARY M’ADOO,

The Secretary of the Treasury, Hon. Willlam G. MecAdoo, in
an address before the Chamber of Commerce of the United States
February 4, 1915, declared without contradiction: “ What effect
has the ship registry bill had on our commerce? Nothing;
literally nothing.” This is true in the sense that though the
law has added more than 600,000 tons to American shipping
registered for foreign commerce, nearly all of these vessels were
American-owned and employed in American trade beforehand.
There were confident predictions by the advocates of free ships
before the law was passed that it would add millions of tons of
foreign shipping to the American fleet. The actual meager
results are undeniably a great and bitter disappointment, and
from day to day our actual experience under the free-ship law
has become more and more unsatisfactory. In the present fiscal
year few foreign-built vessels have sought American registry,
and unfortunately the right of some of these to fly the American
flag has been disputed by the British Government. In one
month lately only three foreign-built vessels were naturalized,
and one of these was a small pleasure yacht. All the chief
maritime Governments have now forbidden the sale of merchant
ships in this war emergency, and the registration f foreign-built
vessels has practically ceased in consequence. But it was ceas-
ing even before this prohibition was imposed.

WAGES HIGHER ONX “ FREE SHIPS.”

I believe that it must be manifest even to the most ardent
champion of a free-ship policy that that policy itself is never
going to create an adequate mercantile marine. Experience has
demonstrated the truth of the contention of this side of the
Chamber year after year that a freeship policy at its best
would only equalize construction costs, and would fail of full
effect because it did not equalize the equally important cost of
wages and of maintenance, In the winter of 1914-1915, when
the former ship-purchase bill was under discussion, I took oe-
casion to address inquiries to the chief shipowners of the country
who had brought foreign-built ships into American registry
whether there had been any increase in the cost of operation
under the American flag. Without an exception these gentlemen
replied that there had been a very considerable advance in the
rates of wages and the cost of maintenance, I caused some of
these answers to be published as a part of my remarks in the
CongreEssioNAL Recorp of February 7, 1915, and February 26,
1915, and because of their direct bearing on the question now
before us I wish to commend them again to the serious attention
of the Senate. First is a letter from the Standard Oil Co.,
which, as the Senate knows, is operating a large fleet of tank
steamers under American and foreign colors:

Smxmnn On. Co,,
New York, February 18, 1915,
The Hon., J. H. GALLINGER,

United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

Sir: In reply to your letter of February 10, we would answer your
inquiries as follows :

The fo ships we have transferred to the American flag have
been confined to vessels forme;!iy operated under the German flag, In
these transfers we have followed the practice of substituting Amerlcans
for the German officers, engineers, and crews. has made it neces-
sary to pay the American scale of wages on these vessels. Below we
g‘U‘fl jtrlou a comparison of the wages paid on the same steamer under
each flag:

Steamshi; Washtngton (German), now steamship Brindilla
(Arner can

Total wage bill under German flag, per month_________ $9386, 10
Total wage bill under American flag, per month________ 1, 765. 00
Increase under American flag 828, 90
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So that the wages under the American flag show an increase of
88.55 per cent.

2, It is difficult to make a categorical answer to this question. Om
reply will have to be more or less general. The standard of living on
steamers under the American flag s quite different from foreign flags,
resulting in increascd expense. It is also difficult to obtain and retain
experienced men for American ships, and this is another item that econ-
tributes to increased cost by frequent replacement of men at out-of-the-
wnf ports. We have also found that in the case of petty officers,
gallors, and firemen the same wen salling under the ‘American flag de-
mand and reeeive much higher wages than they are willing to accept
under foreign ﬂsgg. Another inereased item under the American flag
is brought about by the fact that the American measurement laws re-
sult in a larger measurement for the steamer than under foreign reg-
lstrf'. This particular Item is in suspense at the moment, but when
again put into forece will result in the steamer paying higher port
charges, a good portion of which will be paid to foreigners, as they
will be subject to tonnage dues in foreign ports based on the American
registry.

Respectfully,
D. T. WARDEN.

HICHER WAGES IN WEST INDIES TRADE,

Another significant statement is that of the Munson Steam-
ship Line, a well-known American concern operating both pas-
senger and cargo steamers from New York and southern ports
to the West Indies:

Muxsox STEAMSIIP LINE,
New York, February LI, 1915,
Mr, J. H. GALLINGER,
Chairman Confercnee of the Minority,
United States Benate, Washington, D. C.

Biz: We have the honor of replying to your csteemed favor of the
10th instant,

1. There is a ve.y decided increase in the wages of officers and crews
on fo -built ships which are admitted to American registry, and in
cases where the crews of such ships have been signed on abroad for a
period of 12 months, immediately the regisiry is changed the crews
either demand the American scale of wages or their discharge and
transportation to their home port.

2y yond the increase of wages the operations of loadln? and dis-
charging, port charges, etc., are practically the same on a foreign as
on an American ship.

Yery respectfully, yours,
AlUNs0N STEAMSHIP LINE,

STATEMEXNT OF THE STEEL CORPORATION.

For the great export frade of the United States Steel Cor-
poration conducted by the United States Steel Products Co.,
regular steamship services lhave been maintained to South
America and elsewhere. The United States Steel Corporation
was one of the concerns that early in the war for the first
time placed foreign-built ships under the American flag, and
following is the result of its experience:

’ UxiTep STATES STERL Proovcts Co,
30 Church Street, New York, N, Y., February 24, 1915,
ITon. J. H. GALLIXGER,
United States Senate, Washington, D. O,

DEARr Sik: Your letter of the 10th instant, addressed to Mr, J. A,
Farrell, president United States Steel Corporation, has leen referred
to us for attention, as this company Is the aubsidfury of the corpora-
tion which owns the foreign-bmilt steamers recently transferred to the
American flag. The present and former scale of wages on our steamers
and the percentage of Increase ls shown in the following statement:

Wages of captaing under American scale vary according to seniority.
tWages of other officers and the engineers are fixed, being same on all
steamers. v

British. American,
S First |Becond| Third S| &
ik 3 itates ver- In-
year. | year. | year. | AVeTIRE | "o | ‘e | erease,
TeuoY.
AN N7 A Z L 4 d. . Peret.
iorernaafeaveeaes |25 0 0 F121.86. (M) 35.6
0|15 0 16 |15 0 0 73.00 | $90.00 3.3
1011 0 12111 3 4] 5L34 70,00 8.8
1 M e I e B 43.50 | 60.00 37.0
Chiefl engineer.. 2 o|la o 2|21 0 010220 | 150.00 46.8
F assistant
. gineer.. 14 15 0 16115 © 0| 73.00 | 100.00 37.0
Becond ass
10 10|11 0 12111 3 4| 54.34] 90.00 65.6
8 0| 8 10 9| 8 10 0| 41.35| 80.00 2.4

A, II. BROMELL, Vice I
FOREIGN CREWS AND AMERICAN TAY,

Another important shipping house of New York is that of
W. R. Grace & Co., which for many years. has been engaged in
trade between New York and the west coast of South Ameriea,
and later entered the Panama Canal coast-to-coast trade be-
tween New York and San Francisco. The firm of W, R. Grace
& Co. used to employ entirely foreign ships, but under the free
registry law of August 18, 1914, has secured American registry
for some of its British steamers. The firm has also constructed
a number of steamers in American yards, particularly for the
Panama Canal coastwise service:

W. R. Grace & Co.,
New York, February 13, 1915,
Hon. J. H, GALLINGER,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

Sik: We have your letter of February 10 in reference to foreign

steamers transferred to American flag.

We have been ogemtmg American and British steamers side by side
for some years, and we estimate difference in cost of operation to be as

follows :
Ameri- | British,
can, per
mmﬁf month,
oy e 3 N O S WL LR T e Y Y R I I TR - L $1,342
WG e e e e i 803 640
(American steamers have larger net tonnage measurement
than British and, as tonnage and light dues are paid on net
register, that is against the American boat.)
As dues vary in the different ports of the world, the difference
in money is difficult to state, but may be estimated at....... P SR
(This tonnage item will not go intoeffect on foreign steam-
ers trans to American flag until Aug. 18, 1916, by reason
of President’s proclamation. )
American steamers require annual inspection, while British
steamers are inspected each four years; estimated extra cost
by reason of annual inspection........cccoiiaciniiaiiini. -l e e
i T e R Lol Rl e e R R S SR e 2,833 1,001

Or, say, $842 per month extra for American boat,

The extra cost of victualing is not by statute, but by reason of less
economy on American steamers.

On British steamers which we recently transferred to American
flag the foreign crews struck for American wages the day of transfer,
and received them. As soon as torelgn crews are replaced by Ameri-
cans we will have the increased cost o vlcmnllﬁnig.

We trust this gives you the information which you desire,

Yours, very truly,
W. R. Gnace & Co,,
N. Bowir, Vice President,

1§150-5150_ avernge $165.

Safe-navigation money to captains $300 per year, pa{&ble annually
January 1, on showing a clean record for the prévious 12 months,

The wages of the following members of the crew vary on the dif-
ferent steamers, depending upon the supply available and the port at
which signed on, he steamshlp San Francisco is quoted as an ex-

ample :
British. 3
Crew. United | American. | Increase.
Rate. States
CUTTENcCy.
£ Per cent.
CHISEaieward 7. & oo tve e eveannsns 8 0 $38,93 $55. 00 41.2
Second steward.. 4 0 19.47 25.00 2.4
Mess-room steward. 3 @ 14,60 22,00 50.7
Chief cook....... 7 0 3407 40. 00 17.4
Second eoo! 5 0 24.33 25,00 2.8
7 0 34.07 40,00 17.4
6 10 31, 35.00 10.7
5 10 36.76 28, 00 4.6
5 10 26,76 32.00 10.6
6 0 2.20 35. 00 19.9
6 10 363 85,00 10.7

Owing to the unsettled conditions which have prevailed throughout
the world since the outbreak of the present war in Euro the in-
creased cost of operation in the other departments can not be fairly
stated, as we have no basis upon which to make a definite comparison.

Yours, very truly,
UxiTen StaTes STERL Propocrs Co.,
Joux HueHES, General Agent.

FURTIIER BTATEMEXNT OF THE STEEL CORPORATION.

I have also another later and very interesting letter on this
same subject:

UxIiTED STATES STEEL PRODUCTS CO..
30 Church Strect, New York, October 6, 1915,
Hon. J. H. GALLINGER,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

Dear Sim: Cost of operating foreign-bullt vessels transferred to
American flag:

Your letter of September 10 on this subject, addressed to Mr. James
A. Farrell, president United States Steel Corporation, was referred to
this company for attention, with respect to the foreign-built steamers
owned by this com % and transferred to American registry under
the act of August 15, 1914, )

The cost of operating our steamers, with respect to wages and
victualing, under British and American registry is shown by the fol-
lowing statement:
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Wages of captains under American scale vary according to senlority.
Wages of other officers and the engineers are fixed, being the same
on all steamers. r

British scale. American scale.
Crew. '[sl‘nited Immedi- s
Average. ct‘antfs :‘&2 ct::'sa. Present. | .roase.

rency. | transfer.

C A A Per ct. Per et
25 0 0 [ $121.66| §150-180 |........ $175-205 |......--
’ 1165 35.6 1190 56.2
156 0 0| 73.00 20 3.8 100 37.0
11 3 4| 5434 70 28.8 80 47.2
9 0 0| 43.80 B0 37.0 70 50.9
21 0 010220 150 46.8 150 48.8
15 0 0| 73.00 100 ano 100 37.0
11 3 4| 5434 90 65.6 90 65.8
810 0| 4L.36 80 0.4 80 2.4
80 0| 3893 55 4.2 55 41.2
4 0 0| 19.47 25 28.4 2% 28.4
3 0 0| 14.60 2 50.7 25 7.2
70 0| 3407 40 17.4 45 2.1
5 0 0| 24.33 25 2.8 2% 2.8
70 0| 34.07 40 17.4 45 32.1
610 0| 3.63 35 10.7 40 2.4
510 0| 26.76 28 4.6 30 12.1
510 0| 20.76 82 19.6 35 80.8
60 0| .20 3 19.9 38 30.1
610 0| 31.63 35 10.7 38 2.1

1Average.
The wages of the crew in the several departments vary on different
gteamers, depending upon the supply avallable and the port at which
on.
his compan
American

operates nine steame-s, transferred from British to
ry, namely, steamships Bantu, Kentra, Santa Rosalia,
Buenaventura, San Fran R owick Hall, Craster Hall, Crofton
Hall, and Charlton Hall. The total numbers of the crews o ese
vessels and their total monthly wages under British and Amerlcan
registry are shown in the following statement:

Nine steamers named
above.
Total
Totalerew.| monthly
wages.
393 §17,537
73 12,478
20 5,059
5.36 40, 54

There has been an average Increase of 19 per cent in the cost of
victualing our steamers during the past year.
Yours, very truly,
UxiTep StaTEs STEEL PrODUCTS CoO,,
Jorx HucHES, General Agent.

XOT THE RESULT OF NAVIGATION LAWS.

It should be carefully noted by the Senators that the naviga-
tion laws and requirements, or their most onerous provisions,
were considerably lifted from these foreign-built ships by the
action of the President, who, in pursuance of the act of August
18, 1914, relieved them from the requirement that their officers
should be American citizens and exempted them further from
our survey, measurement, and inspection laws, Thus these
foreign-built steamers have been enabled to come under the
American flag with foreign officers and crews throughout.
They have been privileged to hoist the Stars and Stripes, though
not a man aboard in any capacity was an American citizen.
It appears that the Standard Oil Co., for reasons of manifest
prudence, replaced German officers with Americans, but it is
probable that in most other instances officers and crews have re-
mained unchanged, of foreign nationality. Yet these foreign
officers and crews of the newly naturalized steamers have de-
manded the full American wage scale and the food habitually
provided for American officers and seamen. This has had the
result in the case of 9 steamers of the United States Steel Cor-
poration, of increasing the total monthly wages from $12,478,
under the British flag, to $17,537 under the American flag, while
there has been an average advance of 19 per cent in the cost of
victualing these steamers.

A PREDICTION FULLY CONFIRMED,

I wish to invite the Senate to give most careful attention to
these profoundly significant faets. It has been asserted year
after year in this Chamber, with apparent sincerity by those
Senators who opposed even mail subsidies to American ship-
ping that all that was necessary was to pass a free-ship law and
to amend or repeal our navigation laws and requirements,

This has now been done by act of Congress and order
of the President. American shipowners under our present
legislation are enabled to buy foreign-built ships and bring
them freely under the American flag for purposes of foreign
trade, with foreign officers and crews, and without compliance
with our survey, inspection, and measurement laws and regu-
lations. And yet the demonstrated facts are that the wages paid
to foreign officers and crews on these naturalized foreign-built
ships are exactly the same as they are on American-built, Amer-
ican-manned vessels, that the cost of food is the same and that
the problems of the merchant marine, except that first cost of
construction has been equalized, remains exactly the same as it
was before the free-ship law of 1914 was enacted. ;

Mr. President, I am not at all surprised at this result. It is
exactly what was predicted by those Senators on this side who
have constantly urged that subsidy or some equivalent encour-
agement was absolutely necessary to the restoration of our
mercantile marine. What has occurred has been precisely what
was outlined by practical shipping men a decade ago, at the
hearings throughout the country before the Merchant Marine
Commission. It was pointed out then as the universal experi-
ence that whenever a foreign-built vessel had by special act of
Congress been brought beneath the American flag, the wages of
its officers and seamen automatically rose to the level of wages
on American-built ships, and that the cost of maintenance rose
in proportion.

Nor is there anything unexpected or surprising in this eir-
cumstance. There is not and never has been any requirement
of law that none but American citizens shall be employed in
the iron and steel mills or cotton mills or woolen mills or other
great industrial establishments in America. The doors of these
great workshops are open to foreigners equally with Americans.
And yet, as we all know, the experienced and capable foreign
workman who lands on our shores and enters these mills and
factories does not labor for the wages that had contented him
at home, but expects and receives the established wage of
American citizens doing the same kind of work with the same
kind of machinery. What is now happening on the sea is
simply what has always happened on the land. You have
foreign-built ships, foreign officers, and foreign sailors under
the American flag, but you are paying these foreign officers
and sailors the same wages given to Americans. The free-ship
experiment has equalized the first cost of ships, but it has not
solved the problem of the American merchant marine. The dif-
ference in the cost of operating ships, due to a difference in
wages, food, and standards of living, remains exactly what it .
was before the free-ship experiment was tried—and on regular
lines and established routes there is the further handicap of
foreign subsidies. Secretary McAdoo is right in authoritatively
pronouncing the free-ship experiment a failure—an official
acknowledgment from the administration directly responsible
iR THE DIFFEREXCE OF WAGE COST.

Let us return to this vital question of the difference in wages
on American and foreign ships—the very heart of the ques-
tion of American shipping. I will submit to the Senate an
important comparison of wages paid to the crews of a typieal
American and a typical British cargo steamer, each of a capacity
of about 5,000 tons dead-weight:

Comparative wages, 1914, on American and British cargo stecamers of @

capacity of about 5,000 tons,
AMERICAN. BRITISH,
Wages per Wages per
month, month.
Mgter——= U T ey e L — $100. 00
Rt G 90 | First officer.. e 63,18
Becond officer———————————__ 70 nd officer————————. anl ABT4
'gglm DT e (s 23 g‘l:lrd o{ﬂcer-- ______ i
] b e N enter____ REEEENEESE L
Bo;]::waln 35 Bo;ptawnin _____ R e R
uartermasters, 2 __ 35 | Quartermaster i
flore Do e 30 lard: D e e R
Chief engineer.—————_— ~——— 150 | Chief engineer— — _____ TN
First assistant englneer____ 100 | First assistant engineer___ 08, 04
Second assistant engineer——_ 90 | Second assistant engineer.  48. 60
Third assistant engineer____ 80 | Third assistant e L
12,0 e n oy e SEm et By SR S, 40 | Oilers, 3
Donkey men, 2 e 40 | Donkey man,1__________ 31.59
Firemen, 4o ey 35 remen, BTl — 20,16
Coal paseers, 2. e eme e e 30 | Coal p
Steward 60, | Bteward——— e  88.88
Cook 45 | Cook 34, 02
AL n 20 | M n 15. 00
b boy 20 | Cabin boy
Total American pay Total British pay
roll, per month___ 1, 855 roll, per month. 094.66
Total American crew, 32 men. Total British crew, 27 men.

It will be observed with some interest that the crew of the
American steamer consists, all told, of 32 men as against a
British crew of 27, This increased number on the American
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Inspection Service that there shall be a third officer, a third
engineer, and three oilers, not carried by the British ship.
-But even if the number of the two crews were equal, the total
pay roll of the American steamer would be approximately 50
-per cent greater than the pay roll of the British steamer—the
same kind of a vessel, of the same capacity, adapted to the same
general trades.

Or to take another comparison, that of somewhat larger cargo
ships of a type particularly valuable in modern commerce:

Comparative wages, 191}, on American and British cargo steamers of &
q oe’puoiiy of about 8,000 tons. %

American cargo steamer Hawalian ﬁ,ﬁ

British cargo steamer Ninian {6,385
ol g froes tons, 3,651 net. tous,

tons, 4,008 net tons, length

Nuom- Wages || Num- Weages
ber of per  |ber of per
men. month. || men. month.

ok ek ek
ERR

#a3xs
bt ok i

O

18 395. 00

DEFPARTMENT.

1 1 | Chief engineer........... 165.00
1 1| First engineer..| 110.00
i 1 Bmdmmm 100. 00
1 1 | Third ” 80. 00
455. 00
1| Donkeyman............ 34.00 Bl OMEE. oot 135.00
B O e s ivcse s a s 04.98 3 | Water tenders........... 135.00
12 | Firemem.._............. 21.42 8| Flremen................ 240.00
6 | Trimmers.......ccovee..| 180.00
2 450.47 22 660. 00
STEWARD'S DEPARTMENT.

1

1

1

1

1

1

6

44

In this other comparison we find
ence, the pay roll of the 44 officers
ship being approximately 50 per cent greater than the pay roll
of the 44 officers and men of the British steamer. The real
question of the American merchant marine, so far as ordinary
cargo steamers is concerned, is a question of how the Govern-
ment of the United States is going to equalize this wage differ-
ence, which prevails without any reference to our navigation
laws and regulations and without any regard to whether the
officers and men of the American ship are Americans or for-
eigners.

PROVISIONS OF PROPOSED BILL.

In an effort to equalize this difference so that American ships
may have a fair and even chance in competition for the carry-
ing of American commerce, I have introduced a bill “ To encour-
age American shipbuilding and navigation, to establish Ameri-
can ocean mail lines, to increase the naval reserve, and to
promote the commerce of the United States.” This bill pro-
vides in brief for the payment to American vessels certified by
the Secretary of the Navy as fit for auxiliary service of a
compensation, retainer, or subsidy at the rate of 1 cent per
gross registered ton for every 100 miles of the outward voyage,
on condition that such vessels shall convey the United States
mails free of charge, shall carry American boys to be trained
in seamanship or engineering, and shall be placed at the disposal
of the Government whenever required. The Dbill also provides
for an amendment to the ocean mail law of 1801, increasing
the compensation, which many years of experience has proved
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ship is due substantially to the requirements of our Steamboat-

to be inadequate, for steamers of the second and third class on
routes to South America south of the Equator, the Philippines,
Japan, China, and Australasia, and offering a new rate not to
exceed $10 a mile to ships of the highest speed on routes to
Europe.

The compensation of 1 cent per gross registered ton for each
100 miles of the outward voyage is infended for cargo vessels
not under mail contract with the United States, and is calcu-
lated to increase the number of useful freighting ships of the
customary commercial speed, while the amendment to the ocean
mail bill seeks to encourage the employment of swifter steam-
ers on regular routes where the interests of trade demand a
fixed-schedule service. Ships of both classes are requisite to a
well-balanced merchant marine. By the terms of existing law
v$sels receiving one form of compensation can not receive the
other.

Nothing can be clearer and more undeniable than that cargo
ships under the American flag ¢an not under normal conditions
compete with foreign ships manned and maintained on a lower
wage scale without substantial aid from some source. The dis-
tinguished Secretary of the Treasury, Mr. McAdoo, officially ac-
Eknowledges this truth in his proposal for Government ownership
and control of merchant shipping. There is no dispute about
the fundamental facts; the only question is, How shall this essen-
tial aid be best administered?

I believe that the plan proposed in the bill which I have intro-
duced—a plan originated some years ago by the eminent Sen-
ator from Maine, Hon. William P. Frye, who devoted the best
years of his public life to a profound study of American ghip-
ping—offers the best solution of the problem, the most straight-
forward, economical, and effective. The number of miles tra-
versed by a ship of given gize in our export trade most accu-
rately measures the value of the commerecial service which she
is performing for the American people. If in addition to deliv-
ering American goods the ship in design and construction is
capable of rendering further service as an auxiliary to the fight-
ing fleet in war, she has a double claim upon the favorable con-
sideration of the nation whose flag she bears. There is one way,
and one way only, in which we can secure these valuable ocean
ships in the numbers essential to the promotion of the commerce
and the maintenance of the national defense, and that is by
equalizing the conditions of competition between American ships
and foreign ships—between American and foreign seamen.

This the proposed bill does through the compensation offered
to eargo ships and mail ships in return for fitness and readiness
to respond to the call of the Nation in time of need. To deny that
the United States has the right or the power to pay such com-
pensation as this—such subsidy, if you will—is to deny to the
United States the right or power of self-defense,

A CASHE IX POINT.

The rate of compensation for cargo vessels of ordinary com-
mercial speed proposed in the bill which- I have introduced is,
as I have stated, 1 cent per gross registered ton for each 100
miles covered in the outward voyage from a port of the United
States to the foreign port or ports of destination. Let us
apply this rate to the actual ease of the steamer of 5,000 tons
carrying capacity—a typieal freighter of moderate tonnage,
of which there are hundreds now operating on all the seas of
the world. More steamers of about 5,000 tons carrying capacity
are probably to-day employed in the over-seas carrying trade
than of any other class or capacity. The American-bullt
steamer Pleiades is a ship of this description. With 5,000 tons
carrying capacity her gross registered tonnage, according to
the Bureau of Navigation, is 3,7538. It is the estimate of the
bureau that a cargo steamer of this kind, of a speed of 10 knots
an hour, will cover about 42,000 miles outward and inward In
a year of ordinary service, which would be equivalent, in
round numbers, to a total mileage outward of 21,000,

At the rate of 1 cent per gross registered ton for every 100
miles sailed on the outward voyage such a steamship would
receive in compensation under the proposed bill the sum of
$7,881.30 a year, or $656.77 a month.

Now, it happens that the difference in wages, according to
the comparative table already presented, between the American
cargo steamer of 5,000 tons carrying capacity and the typiecal
British cargo steamer of the same tonnage is $660.34 a month,
or $7,924.08 a year, which corresponds very closely with the
compensation proposed in the bill for the American steamer,
based on her fitness and readiness for the naval-auxiliary
service of the United States in war,

If a still larger steamer were selected for the purpose of com-
parison, it is possible that the compensation provided might
be somewhat more than the difference in wages instead of a few
dollars less, as in the case of the steamer: of 5,000 tons capacity.
I do not profess that the rate proposed will fit with exactness
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the case of every American ship in over-seas trade, but I do be-
lieve that the rate is as close an approximation as can be se-
cured to the average difference in the wage cost between Ameri-
can and the better class of foreign-cargo steamers run at the
average comiercial speed.

TRANSATLANTIC MAIL SERVICE,

Now, a word in regard to the ocean mail lines, The existing
ocean mail law of March 3, 1891, has received a great deal of
consideration in this Chamber in the past 8 or 10 years in con-
nection with efforts to amend it and increase the proffered rates
of compensation on routes to South America and elsewhere,
where no fast, regular lines of American steamers have been
established. The law of 1891 has saved the American mer-
chant marine from almost absolute destruction in the foreign
trade of the United States. It is to this legislation that the
American people owe the existence not only of several West
India lines but of the one American line of mail, passenger,
and freight steamers to Europe—the St. Louis, St. Paul, New
York, and Philadelphia, running weekly from New York to
Great Britain. This line has proved to be of inestimable value
to the United States during the present war. While fast Ger-
man liners have wholly disappeared and most of the swift
British and French ships have been withdrawn to serve their
Governments, the American steamers have maintained an un-
interrupted service, week after week, earrying the United States
mails and offering absolute protection to the lives of American
passengers and the property of American merchants.

My only regret is that these American liners are so few; and

that new, larger, and swifter ships have not been constructed..

The manager of the American trans-Atlantic service, Mr. P. A. 8.
Franklin, of New York, has stated on several occasions that his
company stood ready to mateh the Mauretania and Lusilania,
of the Cunard Line, if equivalent aid and encouragement were
oftered by the United States. I believe most earnestly that the
time has come when the Stars and Stripes should be borne by
the greatest and noblest ships on the Atlantie Ocean, and with
this end in view I have inserted in the proposed bill an amend-
ment to the ocean mail law offering a compensation not to ex-
ceed $10 a mile on the outward voyage to ships “of a speed
equaling or exceeding that of the fastest foreign vessels in the
same service.” I do not profess that this proposed compensation
is altogether an equivalent to the very generous encouragement
extended to the Cunard Line by the British Government, which
lent to the Cunard management out of the British treasury a
sum understood to be about $13,000,000 for the building of the
Maurctania and Lusltanie, on which there was required only
the very low Interest rate of 2§ per cent. At the same time the
British Government gave to the Cunard Co. for 20 years a sub-
sidy in round figures of $1,100,000 a year, or sufficient to repay
the entire loan with interest. In other words, the Maurctania
and Lusitanie were virtually given to the Cunard Co. by the
Government of the United Kingdom.

If the maintenance of an unexcelled mail, passenger, and fast-
freizht service across the North Atlantie, and the strengthening
of the naval reserve by the swiftest stenmers in existence are
worth so much to the United Kingdom, a superior service under
the American flag is worth something to the United States. I
believe that the creation of American ocean mail ships, excelling
even the splendid Cunard ships, would be abundantly worth the
subvention I have proposed.

LINES TO SOUTH AMERICA AND THE ORIENT.

Though some Ameriean eargo steamers are now running under
the abnormal conditions of the war to Brazil, Argentina, Chile,
and Peru, no swift and regular line of Arnerlc:m steamships car-
rying the United States mails under the law of 1891 has been
established to any of these great countries of the Southern
Continent. Some months ago the Pacific Mail service, which was
given up when the seamen’s bill became a law, was temporarily
revived with much smaller and inferior steamers, but any pro-
posal to strengthen the American merchant marine would be

- incomiplete without generous provision for swift, superior steam-
ship service under the American flag to .I-'man, China, and the
Philippines. The measure which I have the honor to present
offers an increase of compensation from the rate of $2 and $1
a mile, respectively, for vessels of the second and third class,
to not exceeding $4 and $2 on routes to South America south
of the Equator, and to Japan, China, and the Philippines, and
also to Australasia, whither an inferior American steamship
service now runs, recently revived under the law of 1891, but
contending under heavy handicaps against subsidized British
competitors.

GOCEAN AMAIL TAY TXNDER XEW TPOLICY.

Ocean mail compensation or subsidy is not a new departure

in the practice of the United States. Many years ago mail sub-

sidies were granted, originally by a Democratic Congress, on
the recommendation of a Democratic President, Mr. Polk, to
American steamship lines to Europe and the West Indies and
between both our North Atlantic and Pacific ports and the
Isthmus of Panama. That legislation was approved by men of
all parties and was entirely successful in the rapid increase of
American steamship tonnage, which for a while exceeded the
growth of British tonnage. But it is a matter of history—and
sorrowful history—that that ocean mail legislation was de-
stroyed in the fierce sectional struggles in Congress that pre-
ceded the Civil War.

The proposed amendments of the existing ocean mail law em-
body an application of principles that have worked satisfac-
torily in our own experience and in the experience of all other
great maritime nations of the world. Swift and regular ocean
mail service in ships of more than ordinary commercial speed
is a particular service rendered to the Nation, which requires
and deserves fit compensation from the National Treasury. We
have offered a certain rate of compensation for many years on
the long routes to South America and across the Pacific Ocean.
These rates have not proved sufficient to create and maintain
a service nunder the American flag. In the light of these facts
it is the part of prudence and of patriotism to offer a properly
increased rate of compensation that will produce such a service.

FOREIGN SHIPS XEVER “ CHEAP.”

Every argument thet has been made in this Chamber for
ocean mail and similar legislation, to give national aid and
encouragement to the American merchant marine, has been
absolutely confirmed by our national experience since the out-
break of the great war in Europe. Once there were Senators
who were disposed to question the need of an American ocean
shipping. I have heard Senators express the belief that so
long as foreign shipowners were carrying our commerce cheaply
it was just as well that they should be allowed to do so, and
that it was best that our country should make no effort to par-
ticipate in ocean navigation. However plausible that argnment
may have seemed in time of peace, this war has utterly and
forever shattered it. We have discovered to our cost that a
cheap service in foreign ships may in the end prove a most
extravagant service.

When war came the German merchant marine vanished from
the ocean, and the best steamers of Great Britain and her
allies were immediately “ commandeered ” for the military or
naval service of their Governments. If there had been a great,
adequate merchant shipping under the American flag, this ship-
ping, whose first interest and duty would have been to serve
the American flag, with additions from our great coast fleet,
would have sufficed to save American ocean trade from serious
injury. But with American ships carrying less than 10 per
cent of our commerce, and forelgn ships, prineipally British and
German, carrying the remainder, before the war began, it was
inevitable that sooner or later the condition thal mow confronts
us should arise, when grain and cotton and other export prod-
ucts are piling up day after day on steamship docks and in rail-
road yards for lack of tonnage to deliver them to over-seas
customers.

Moreover, the American people, arousing themselves to the
need of national preparedness, are dismayed to find how sinall
and feeble is the existing auxiliary Navy under the American
flag—for through many years we have been paying many millions
in mail, passenger, and freight money to maintain the auxiliary
navies of foreign Governments.

No longer is the plea heard in this Chamber that if foreign
ships can carry our trade at “ cheap” prices they ought to be
allowed to do so. Never again will that argument be heard from
the lips of an American Senator. The blindness of it, the folly
of it, have been made forever manifest. After long years of con-
troversy and hesitation we have all come together at last in
frank recognition of the fact that an American merchant marine
is as essential to this Republic as an American Navy, of which,
indeed, merchant auxiliaries are an indispensable part. I
have offered the bill for which I am invoking the friendly con-
sideration of the Senate because out of many years of conscien-
tious study of the question I am deeply convinced that this
measure points the better way.

BOTH ARE SUBSIDY BILLS.

It is a subsidy bill. Baut, if I mistake not, the word * subsidy "
has lost most of its power to affright the American people, even
the people of our inland States, whose grain and provisions ean
not be marketed because of a lack of ships to carry them to
Europe. The loss which the West and the South are now suffer-
ing because of our long neglect of our own merchant shipping
mounts far up into the millions and would pay subsidies for a
hundred years,
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The whole Nation is now face to face with the demonstrated
truth of the proposition that national aid to American ships is
not merely a matter of concern to the ocean States that build
and own them, but is as valuable to Minnesota and Nebraska as
to Massachusetts, to Kansas and Texas as to Pennsylvania.

Both the bill urged by the President and his Cabinet and
approved by Democratic Senators and the bill which I myself
offer are subsidy bills., They are both based upon the funda-
mental proposition that national aid is necessary to enable
American ships to meet the competition of the low wages and
tge subsidies and bounties of foreign Governments. You will
find this fact stated in express terms in every address which
the Secretary of the Treasury, Mr. McAdoo, has delivered on
behalf of the proposed legislation of which he is the champion.
He points out everywhere and always the fact that the wages
and standards of living are lower on foreign ships, and that
subsidies are liberally paid by foreign nations. Then, he con-
tends that these adverse conditions can be met only by the
wealth and power of the Government of the United States in
building or purchasing steamships of its own and operating
these ships in foreign commerce out of funds from the National
Treasury, or, as a possible alternative, in some cases of leasing
the Government ships to private shipowners at a low rental
that will enable these shipowners to operate them without dis-
aster.

In either case, under the Government-ownership bill or under
the bill which I have introduced, the difference between the cost
of operation of foreign ships and of American ships, due fo
low foreign wages or foreign subsidies or both combined, is to
be borne by the Government of the United States on behalf of
all of the people of the United States, some of whom are to be
admitted by the Government as fellow stockholders in Govern-
ment shipping corporations. : :

These Government-owned ships are to be as distinctly sub-
sidized ships as the eargo vessels and the ocean mail liners of
the alternative measure which I have presented. Under the ex-
isting ocean mail law and the restrictions provided in regard to
cargo vessels in the proposed bill, that they must be fit for
auxiliary service, carry American boys, and be held at the dis-
posal of the Nation, the Government would be able to wield
a considerable measure of control over these Anierican vessels.
If further and reasonable precautions are necessary to guarantee
that these privately owned ships shall everywhere and always
serve the public interest, I am willing that such precautions
should be enforced by Federal law. But I wish again to em-
phasize the fact that both of these alternative measures before
the Senate are national-aid measures, subsidy measures, and
that no criticism of the subsidy policy or principle can here-
after come from those Senators who have already committed
or are prepared to commit themselves to the support of the
legislation so eloguently urged by the Secretary of the Treasury
and by the President himself.

LESS COSTLY, MORE EFFECTIVE.

Of the two proposals, I prefer the plan which I have intro-
duced—first, because it conforms to tried and established policies
and methods which have proved successful in the experience of
other maritime nations, nations that can now have no possible
reason or excuse to retaliate, and, second, because I believe that
the bill which 1 offer is the more direct and effective, and in the
long run will prove the less costly to the Government.

The control and management of commercial shipping is a
complex, difficult art, in which our Federal Government has
had practieally no experience, for the one small Government line
to the Isthmus of Panama has been a mere auxiliary in the
work of canal construction, and has not been a financial suc-
cess. My own plan would leave the design, building, and main-
tenance of our ocean ships in the hands of the men who have
been trained from youth to this particular business. I believe
that these men, of whom there are hundreds in America, may
well be trusted to operate these ships not only with more
economy but with more alertness, vigor, and enterprise than
could any cumbrous machinery provided in our Government
itself. T believe that where the plan which I have outlined would
cost the Treasury one dollar Government ownership and oper-
ation would cost the Treasury many dollars, or that if the
expenditure were egual the plan which I advocate would
provide many more ships, would create more trade, and
would insure a far stronger addition to the American auxiliary
navy.

The sum of $2,000,000 annually, it is estimated, would pro-
vide the proposed mileage subsidies to all the ships fit for
auxiliary naval service and now regularly engaged in over-seas
commerce under the American flag. An ocean mail expenditure
of $3,000,000 a year, as I have shown to the Senate in previous
years, would create splendid American ocean mail lines to

South America, Australasia, and the Orient. All of these sums
and undoubtedly larger sums would be required under the Gov-
ernment-ownership plan to equalize eonditions on American
mail and cargo ships against the competition of foreign ships
and foreign Governments. And in addition many millions more
would have to be taken from the Government Treasury to build
or buy the ships which it is proposed that the Government
shall own. Under that plan the Government would pay all the
subsidies and run all the risks. Under the plan which I pre-
sent the Government would pay the subsidies and would equal-
ize conditions, hut there it would stop; the risks and liabilities
would have to be assumed by the stenmship management and
stockholders.

Though, as T have said, a majority of the Merchant Marine
Commission in 1905, after its long inquiry, could not approve a
revival of the historic plan of preferential duties, nevertheless
I personally would not be averse to giving that plan a full and
fair frial at the present time if no other plan could be adopted,
and with that end in view I have offered a comprehensive bill
along these lines, Certain it is that in our own national ex-
perience from 1789 for many years afterwards preferential
customs and tonnage duties wrought a magnificent growth of
the American merchant marine in foreign commerce. I realize,
of course, that tariff and other conditions were more favorable
then than now, and that there were no commercial treaties
trammeling the maritime policy of the United States, but these
commercial treaties have been and can be modified in many
particulars. They ean even be abrogated, and it may prove
that they will have to be abrogated at the end of this war in
order to give proper freedom to the maritime advancement of
America.

After all, it is the object we seek—the restoration of our mer-
chant shipping—which is the important consideration—a con-
sideration so important that as patriotic citizens we must all
approach the subject in an open-minded spirit of give and take.
Preferentinl duties, with all their difficulties, are certainly far
preferable to Government ownership and operation, to Govern-
ment participation in a purely commercial trade.

The moment that the Government, with all its wealth and
power, goes into the ocean steamship business, that moment
there falls a paralysis on private enterprise and personal initia-
tive: for no shipowners, however capable, no steamship cor-
porations, however rich, would ever dare to enter the field of
competition against the Congress and the Treasury of the
United States. Success of the Government-ownership project
means that ultimately the Government must own and operate
all American ships in cver-seas commerce, that, in other words,
this trade must be a Government monopoly. To many, and I
believe to a great majority, of thoughtful American citizens the
adoption of Government ownership of ocean shipping will mean
a threat of Government ownership and control of other great
national industries and a violent departure toward blind and
destructive State socialism, the end of which no man can now
foresee.

Mr. President, as I suggested in the beginning, T will on to-
morrow, or at the first favorable opportunity, take occasion to
discuss the bill that is now before the Senate, and which I have
only touched upon casually in the observations I have made

to-day.
Monday, August 1§, 1916,

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President, on Friday last I addressed
the Senate briefly on the history of attempted legislation by the
Republican Party in behalf of the American merehant marine,
and to-day I will occupy a little time in examining the salient
features of the bill now under consideration.

Alexander R. Smith, of New York, a noted writer on mari-
time affairs, in a recent communication to the New York Sun,
declares that the ostensible purpose of the administration
shipping bill is to help restore American shipping to foreign
carrying, but its real result will be to deliver over to foreign
shipowners and foreign shipbuilders the contrel of our coast-
wise carrying, the cream of our domestic maritime business,
“ Everybody knows,” says Mr. Smith, “ and no one better than the
administration, that to appropriate $50,000,000 with which to do
a work that would require from $750,000,000 to $1,000,000,000 is
to attempt the impossible, and yet it is doubtful if the last-named
sum would suffice to replace with American ships the foreign
ships now engaged in our foreign carrying.”

And in this connection I want to say here and now that if
this money is to be expended I want a part of it to go to New
England, because I know that if this bill becomes a law the
bankers of New England will not listen to any proposition to
advance money for shipbuilding while the Government is in
competition with them.

On that point I beg to quote from a letter just received from
Mr, H. D, Cleveland, of the Boston Pacific Line, a gentleman
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who has had much to do with raising eapital for shipbuilding
purposes. Mr. Cleveland says:

At the re?:uest of the merchant marine committee of the Boston
Chamber of Commerce, I wish to detail to you the facts in re?ard to

roposed developments here in Boston as effected by the administra-
on shipping bill.

This company, at present owning no steamers, has at great expense
had plans ggawn for a fleet of steamers to operate from this port

, through the Panama Canal to Pacific coast ports. The money for this
[ﬂevelopment is available, but owing to the administration shipping
bill and the uncertainties as regards the future in connection with the
regulating features, and the menace of Government operation, we have
been compelled to postpone our plans pending legislation in Washington.

The main difficulty encountered is in persuading our bunklnf ia-
tions that we were not go to be so regulated t we could not at
the start be sure of a successful operation, for those who have operated
on the ocean know that the first {enr or two is very problematical
until such time as the proposed service reaches its normal flow,

In connection with 8 develoPment there are a group of men who
Lave been interested in shipbuilding who were prepared to start a new
yard if given the contract for building these boats.

Mr. Franklin, of New York, a gentleman who approves of
some features of the pending bill, especially the provision which
creates a shipping board, has pronounced opinions on the Gov-

ernment-ownership proposition. In a recent letter to me, Mr.

Franklin says:
Government ownershlgi'mit will mot create an

I am opposed to
American merchant marine, but slmgll:r esta services between c.?;.lr-

e
and

tain spedﬂeéldports and wounld proba rglmult in the withdrawal of

@ services between those ports, and create antago
R R AR T S T
lish services In competition with them.

In a recent letter received from Mr. C. 8. Dearborn, president
of the American-Hawaiian Steamship Co., I am told that that
company is distributing its surplus earnings to its stockholders
rather than applying them to new ships, in the belief that this
bill, which Mr. Dearborn calls * the most vicious legislation that
was ever attempted,” is to be passed. Mr. Dearborn :ays that if
his company believed that the Government would operate a sery-
ice In our coast-to-coast trade, doing business at a loss, as they
did with the Panama Railroad, rates being dictated by shippers,
they would be derelict in their duty to their stockholders if they
did not dispose of their fleet at the present fabulous prices being
paid by foreigners, and he adds that they have just sold two
new 9,000-ton steamers.

Facts like these ought to be of sufficient weight to defeat the
bill, but evidently the eyes of Democratic Senators are closed
to every consideration except that dictated by the President
and indorsed by a Democratic eancus.

So far as I have observed, almost every leading newspaper
of the country is in opposition to the proposed legisiation.

The New York Herald aptly denominates the pending bill
“An old snake in a new skin,” and the New York Evening
Post, in reviewing the optimistic utterances of Secretary of
the Treasury McAdoo, alludes to him as “Col. Sellers rein-
;—m:tn.uted.“ both of which criticisms seem to be justified by the
acts.

It is proper that I should call attention to the circumstance
that in a referendum taken by the Chamber of Commerce of
the United States there was an overwhelming majority of the
members of the chambers of commerce and boards of trade of
the country who declared themselves opposed to the principles
of the administration ship-purchase bill.

In answer to the question, “ Do you favor the Government
undertaking the purchase, construction, or charter of vessels
for mercantile purposes, together with the operation of suc
vessels,” the vote was 600 against and 82 in favor. i

In answer to the further question, * Do you favor the owner-
ship of merchant vessels by the Government, and operation by
grivate parties under lease,” the vote was 711 against and 54 in

avor.

In answer to the question, * Do you favor subsidies from the
Government sufficient to offset the difference in cost between
the operation of vessels under the American flag and under
foreign flags in the deep-sea trade,” the vote was 508 in favor
and 186 against.

In answer to the question, “Do you favor subventions by
the Government to establish American mail and trade lines to
countries in which the commercial interests of the United States
are important and to American dependencies,” the vote was
718 in favor and only 18 against.

That certainly is a remarkable demonstration of the fact
that the business interests of the country are absolutely op-
posed to the legislation now under consideration.

., The New Orleans Association of Commerce had this matter
under consideration, and made the following report:

Your speclal merchant marine committee begs to report as follows:

ety i B B R e S
own as the Alexander L. " to & 5

Btates shipping board,” ete. SR

It is our opinlon that the assoclation of commerce, through its
board of dlrem% ghould go on record as reaffirming its position on
this bill in line with its vote on referendum No. 9 of the Chamber of
Commerce of the United States,

Tgl?l vote of the association of commerce on this referendum was
as follows:

1. The association of commerce voted as being opposed to the
Government wundertaking the purchase, construction, or charter of
vessels for mercantile purposes, together with the operation of such

vessels,

2. Op d to ownership of merchant vessels by the Government,
but with operation by private parties under leases.

3. In favor of subsidles from the Government suifficient to offset the
differences in cost between operation of vessels under the American
flag and operation in the same deep-sea des under foreign fags,
provided that the navigation laws of the United States ecan not
changed or some other way be found to accomplish the same purpose.

4, ?: favor of subventions from the Government to establish regular
mail and freight lines under the American flag to countries in which
the commercial interests of the United States are important and to
American dependencies,

I want to repeat, Mr. President, that that was the action of
the merchant-marine committee of the New Orleans Association
of Commerce, which was approved by the board of directors of
that great body.

The New Orleans Board of Trade (Ltd.), when the former
hill was under consideration on December 29, 1914, declared as

follows:

It would be a startling and da ous step toward socialism, and, if
the Government succeeded in s ng on a small scale, it is difficult te
foretell to what extent this dangerous precedent might lead.

The enactment of such 1 ation wounld be a serious blow to our
American merchant marine, that it would destroy the initiative on
the part of private capital, and no one would think of attempting to
huurﬁ buy, or operate me: t vessels in competition with the United
States Government, and the private-owned wessels which are now under
the American flag would, in our judgment, diminish te such an extent
as to actonally reduce the aggregate tonnage of the Ameriean merchant
marine rather than to increase fjt.

We do not believe it would be a business proposition for the Govern-
ment to engage in the steamship business, as, in our ﬁ:dgment, it
would prove an ve . We seriously doubt if,
Government had taken 51 per cent of the ::ipltnl stock of any corpora-
tion organized for the purpose of taking advantage of this bill, Indi-
viduals would take the other 49 It is a well-known fact that
the operation of the Panama flroad steamers from New York has
prorege:.n expensive undertaking for the Government, notwithstandin
they were in a better position to provide these ships with tonnage an
passengers than any private corporation.

The Philadelphia Maritime Exchange, in a protest dated
December 31, 1914, said:

That the proposed legislation would place the Government in direct
and complete competition with a number of our citizens who, with in-
vestinents of many millions of dollars, are 1 in a busi essen-
tially private in cter and readily controllable both by competition
and governmental regulation. No private enterprise, however capably
and economically administered, where the management is accountable
to its stockholders, can compete with the Government in the same
industry where there is no such accountability.

Furthermore, the Philadelphia Maritime Exchange went on
record as declaring its opinion that—

The ownership and operation by the Government of merchant vessels is
a backward ra than a forward step, and will not only disconrage
but destroy all private Initiative in the directlon so earnestly desired,

Let me call the attention of Senators to the poliey that
France has recently adopted on this subject. A year ago a
project for Government ownership of merchant shipping ap-
peared in France, and at first commanded some signs of popu-
lar favor. But careful examination of the subject quickly de-
stroyed all the support which the project had received. Min-
ister of Finance Ribot and Minister of Marine Lacaze, whose
approval of the measure was necessary, pronounced against the
plan after having examined it, and the bill authorizing the State
to purchase a merchant fleet of 50 ships was thereupon with-
drawn from the Chamber of Deputies, being condemned as both
ineffective and extravagant. In substitution for it a plan was
prepared to aid French shipowners by careful loans of public
funds to increase the number of their ships and to meet the
emergency which the war had brought upon French commerce.

In the Commerce Reports of the Bureau of Foreign and Do-
mestic Commerce for February last there appeared a descrip-
tlon of the new plan prepared by Mr. Charles W. A. Veditz,
commercial attaché at Paris, who said:

A measure tending to strengthen our merchant marine should be
passed without delay.

While the war lasts we may reap the advantages of being able to
benefit French commerce by recovering, in part, the heavy tribute

}vhicﬁtawe are paying to foreign shipowners in the form of marine

ter the war our maritime commerce will need a number of ships
sufficient to insure a continuation of the services heretofore maintained
by our com es and to make possible the organization of mew lines.
It 1s on s condition o that the economic life of France will be
able to recover and to creafe large resources necessary for the work of
national rehabilitation.

Our ports will be visited by a larger number of ships from now on,
and the free play of economic laws will tend to lower the frelghts.
Furthermore, the apro ortlon of French tonnage in our forelgn trade
will be larger, an l,cflon by the Government, if demanded by ecircum-
stances, would be of greater effect in the domain of transportation.




CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

Avcust 14,

The vicissitondes of war have reduced the effective strength of our
merchant fleet. The strenuous service to which our ships have been
subjected sinee August, 1914, the resulting wear and tear, the impossi-
bility of reopening onr shipyards before the termination of hostilities—all
this compels us, if we would be ready in time, to obtain without delay
a number of ships from other countries to replaice those lost and to
su;laplrment those in active service.

n its carnest desire to improve the conditions under which the
country procures its food supply, to stop the waste of the national
wealth, and to secure the future of our merchant marine, the Govern-
ment has examined various solutions proposed. It is of the opinion
that the end sought can only be achieved by encouraging private
initintive and giving aid to shipowners in order to induoece them to buy
ships in allied or neutral countries.

The granting, under proper guaranties, of loans repayable in annual
installments, and the determination of a fixed sum to be paid as in-
demnity In case a ship so acquired should be requisitioned by the Gov-
ernment, are the measures which will best meet the present needs of
the shipowners. There seems to be no doubt of the general utility of
these measures, as the shipowners will be under the double obligation
of keeping the ships so acquired as part of our merchant fleet for five
years at least and of employing them in the French import trade
um&] “:f-a crisis now prevailing In maritime transportation shall have
moderated.

Some of the provisions of the proposed law are further stated
by Mpr, Veditz to be as follows:

Until the expiration of 12 months after the conclusion of peace the
Government may invest a sum not exceeding 100. "y rancs in
loans to French shipowners, to cover a part of the sums necessary
for the purchase of ships with mechanical propulsion, from citizens
of allied or neutral countries. The interest to be pald on snch loans
ghall be caleulated at the rates charged by the Bank of France on
loans on securities. Navlgation companics possessing a fleet of 20,000
tons or more may receive 70 per cent of the purchase price; those
possessing a smaller fleet 80 per cent.

After making provision for repayment by the shipowners the bill

rovides that Government experts shall inspect the , which must

seaworthy and in condition, Article V indicates the formali-
ties to be complied with by the shipowner desiring to obtain a loan,
the shipowner being obliged, among other things, to give the State
a first mortgage on the ship after it has n registered as French.

Article VI provides that in the case of a transfer of the ownership
of a ship, made during the present war or within five years after the
conclusion of peace, the owner shall pay a sum of money equal to the
purchase price. e is under the additional ohlighntion. until the ex-
piration of slx monibs after a treaty of peace has been signed, to
carry imports intended for French ports only, though one-fourth of the
cargo may be carried to allied or neutral countrles, Similar provi-
sions are made for owners of tugs and fishing v 8.

And, finally, the indemnity to be pald for ships so acquired when
requizitioned by the Government shall be determined in accord with
the prevalling charter rates, reduced by 15 per cent.

It will thus be seen, Mr. President, that the French Govern-
ment, after fully discussing several suggestions that were pre-
sented proposing that the Government should enter upon the
purchase of ships and should operate them under the terms that
the Government might provide, decided them adversely, and
that instead a large loan was authorized to be made to ship-
owners on very liberal terms, so as to increase the merchant
fleet of France in that way.

ITALY HAS BCHEME FOR SHIP SUBSIDIES,

Only four days ago the New York Herald had a dispatch from
Rome which is of very great significance in this debate. That
dispatch says:

The ministry to-day—

That is, the Italian ministry—

The ministry to-day adopted the following measures designed to
effect the bullding up of the national merchant marine and relieve
shippers from the burdens of high freight rates:

hips bought abroad by Italian citizens or companies within the next
two years will be exempt from taxation for a period of three years.
Ships built in Italy during the same period will be exempt from taxa-
tlon for four years; the materials for such ahl?s will be permitted to
enter free of duty, and subsidies will be pald of $16 a ton on the hull
and $20 on mnchl‘nery.

SBhips built under the provisions of the act will be liable, however
to requisition by the Government for ome year, and such ships mus
also remaln under Italian registration for five years.

The interesting feature of this proposition is the full provision for a
direct Government bounty to Italian-built ships of $16 a ton on the
hull and $20 on the machinery. Section 0 of the Government-owner-
ship bill would then bring American shipyards into competltion for
the building of Government-owned ships, for both foreign and coast-
wise trade, with Italian shipyards, which, under this provision, will
receive from their Government $80,000 on a ship of 5,000 tons and

considerably more on the :mu:hlne:zl.:n
erican shipyards into free-trade

Section 9, therefore, forces
rivalry, so far as Government-owned ships are concerned, not only
;}ﬁgh foreign yards but with the treasuries of foreign Governments.
nce

and Austria have similar edpmvlalons for direct Government
bounties to ships built and engin in native yards, and Japan has
the same. This proposition, under the circumstances, may well be
described as free trade run mad,

In the Commerce Reports of Friday last Commercial Attaché
William C., Downs, writing from Rio de Janeiro, gives the follow-
ing information concerning a subsidy for Brazilinn coastwise
navigation, which is deserving of very serious consideration. It
shows that the South American countries are following the
example of the great maritime nations of the world in subsidiz-
ing their steamships. Mr. Downs says:

According to the new contract between the Federal Government of
Brazil and the State of Dahia, approved by the President of the Repub-
Hc on May 31, 1916, an annual subsldy of 270,000 paper milreis (about

$67,500 United States gold) is granted for the maintenanee of coast-
wise steamer services from the port of Dahin, 'This subsidy is divided
as follows :

1. For two round voyages per month between Dahia and Pernam-
buco, with stops at Estancin, Aracajn, Villa Nova, Penedo, and Macelo,
131,088 milreis ($32,807) for 22,224 miles.

2, For one round voyage per month between Bahla and Belmonte,
stopping at Marahu, Rio das Contas, Ilheos, and Cannavieiras, 31,532
milreis ($7,958) for 5,870 miles.

4. For two round voyages per month between Dahia and Mucury,
stopping at Ilheos, Cannavieiras, ortg Seguro, and other small ports,
106,580 milrels ‘l 26,045) for 18,000 miles,

This service will be maintained by seven steamers.

It is true that the subsidy given by Brazil to its coastwise
ships Is not a very large one, but it nevertheless emphatically
shows the difference in the policy of that Government and ours.
Brazil subsidizes her coastwise ships, while we propose to open
our coastwise trade to ships that under existing laws are not
entitled to such privilege,

On January 30, 1915, a very interesting communication
appeared in the London Spectator, as follows:

THE AMERICAN GOVERXNMENT AS A SHIPOWXNER,
To the EpiTOR OF THE SPECTATOR :

Sie: Your correspondent, “ A Jeffersonian Demoerat,” asks In his
letter under the above title In the Spectator of January 16 whether there
is any modern precedent for State ownership of a merchant marine.
One is to be found in Australia, where the labor factions have had a
good run of late. According to the SBhipbullding and Shipping Record
of August 6 last, the Fisher government some two and a half years
ago bought a steamer, the Stuart, from a t]j'lrlvate com y for £1l{400,
and another £5,900 was expended in refitting her. Bhe earned in two
years £2.381, and was sold last summer for £8,200, the estimated loss
of £10,000 falllng on the shoulders of the electorate. Another State-
owned steamer is the Western Australia, purchased in 1912 by the labor-
governed State bearing the same name. She was bought for £39,500,
and altogether cost about £73,000. The government was then trying
to sell the ship for £45,000. There are, of course, other instances,
particularly where a shipping company has been so backed u}). sub-
sidized, and financed by a State as to make the concern to all intents
and Burposes a State-owned coml)any. One of this class Is the Lloyd

Braziliero fleet, which the Brazilian Government put up for sale last
vear, without, however, finding & purchaser,
I am, sir, etc, SHIPOWNER.

(Our correspondent forgets an earlier precedent, the London County
Council's attempt to run a fleet of passenger steamers on the Thames,
The result is never mentioned in progressive circles in the metropolis.—
HEditor Spectator.)

That same paper, Mr, President, one of the great papers of
Great Britain, in February, 1915, contained this editorial:

All over the world experience has shown that the intervention of the
State in any particular Industry frightens away private caplital, Amer-
ican economists are fond of emphasizing this point when they contrast
the American rallway system, constructed by private enterprise, with
the rallways of India, comstructed by Government enterprise. The
d.ls‘lrggartion of mileage is enormous, and far ater than can be ex-
plain by the difference, namlttediy eat, Detween the industrial
conditlons of the two countries. Therefore from the point of view of
the British shipping indnstriy we certnlnli hg&:e that ident Wilson
will persist in this bill, which might be bri deseribed as a scheme
for handicapping American commercial enterprise by State competition.

Under date of August 3, 1916, one of the great newspapers of
this country, the New York Sun, contained an article headed
* Net tonnage cleared largest in history—shipping total for fiscal
year reaches 25475,103.” The entire article is as follows:

Merchant shlnplng, American and foreign, cleared from seaports of
the Unlted States 25,475,103 net tons for Kurope, South America, Asia,
Africa, Australia, and Oceania durin,
1916, was the largest in the history of the United States, notwithstand-
ing the Huropean war, the capture of the port of Antwerp, the closing
of the Black Sea, the blockade of the ports of the centra wers, the
withdrawal of the German and Austr vessels from trade, and the
dangers from mines and submarines, according to figures compiled by
the Bureau of Foreign and Domestlic Commerce.

TUp to the year just closed the greatest volume of clearances from the
United States for the over-seas continents named was 24,872,403 net tons
during the year ended June 30, 1914, ‘just before the outbreak of the
European war. Much of the tonnage in that year was space for pas-
sengers on ocean steamers, while during the fiscal year just closed such
fast steamers to a large extent had been withdrawn from trade to serve
as allied transports and hospltal ships, and their places have been filled
by cargo steamers.

American shipping cleared for the over-seas continents during the
year just dosec{ was more than threefold that in 1914, 2,448,300 net
tons, compared with 745,242 net tons for the fiscal year 1914, The
American net tonnage, a net ton 100 cubic feet ol closed-in space
available for -cargo or passengers, cleared from the United States for
these continents the years ended June 30, 1914 and 1916, the foreign
tonnage so cleared, and the combined American and foreign tonnage
were as follows:

the fiscal year ended June 30,

American. Foreign, Total.
1914 1916 1914 1915 1014 1916

Clears for— Ton: .| Tonnage.| Tonnage.| Tomnage.| Tommage. | Tonncge.

E Lo.i...] 44T, 1,134, 19, 588,000 (18,791,000 /20,046,000 |19, 926,000
South Amer-

deca..........| 192,000 [ 945,000 | 2,237,000 ( 1,764,000 | 2,429,000 | 2,710,000

Asla..........| 72,000 | 131,000 | 1,185,000 | 1,450,000 | 1,237,000 | 1,620,000

Australia, etc.] 28,000 | 157,000 724,000 596,000 | 742,000 753,000

ARica. ..ot 4,000 70,000 | 402,000 | 384,000 | 406,000 | 464,000

Total.......| 743,000 [2,448,000 rzalrom 23,026,000 24,872,000 izs,;fs.:m
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During the past fiscal year our shipping facilities (net tonnage) for
the export trade to Eur have been the test in our history, ac-
cording to the report. though the net -in 1914 was a e
larger—half ower cent—much of that net tonnage in 1914 was for
the passenger e, as ted, which in 1916 was relatively small, and
cargo space in 1916 was auppil.cd to help meet the great volume of ex-
poris. pDurin 1914 the American Line mall steamers to Southampton
and the Red gtar Line passenger shigs to Antwer% were virtually the
only American ships In trade with Europe; in 1916 American shigu
thed with the maritime nations of Europe, except Belgium and the
blockaded central powers. The total tonnage clearances to France and
Italy almost doubled, the clearances to Norway, Denmark, and Sweden
more than doubled, and to Greece increased over threefold. The fol-
lowing summarizes the net tonnage clearances to Huropean countries:

American, Fureign. Total.
Destination,
1914 1016 1014 1916 1914 1916
Tonnage. | Tonnage. Tonnage.
Austris-Hungary.|.........:l-vssncee-al SILO00 . ocoaooo.o}  B17,000 |..........
Belgium..... el B o ASRARERA 1 TV R R i e 1 R
wid 3,636,000
Wevowsmmnef B |emaeinaa 3,808,000 |. .0 cueean .| 8,902,000 L..........
8,304,000
351,000
3,579, 000
1,366, 000
221,000
lesssanssansnn mlm
Other Enrope. ... [-..oocuaas 310, 060
Total-... = 447,000 |1,020, ' (18,325,000

American shipping in trade with South America has developed more
rapldly in the past fiseal year than in any other direction. The
American tonnage cleared was almost five times greater than in 1914,
and in trade with Argentina particularly the increase is notable. The
withdrawal of foreign ships has been made

rbg increased American
tonnage. The increase in total clearances n}u y due, of course, to
improved financial conditions in those countries, except Peru, and to

the removal of the risk of destruction which checked trade with South
Ameriea for some months after the outbreak of the war. The clear-
ances for South America follow :

American. Foreign. i Total.
Destination.
1014 1916 1914 1916 1914 1816
Ton " Ton . | Tonnage. ’J‘om%.
181, Gim 575,000 616, 767,
259, 648,000 | 548,000 | 710,000 | 808,000
236, 482,000 | 255,000 | 526,000 | 592,000
109,000 | 271,000 | 74,000 | 272000 | 183]000
- 32,000 42,000 51, D00 91, 000 §3,000
3 54,000 | 93,000 | 121,000 | 100,000 | 175,000
52,000 | 20,000 | 13,000 | 52,000 | 65,000
9,000 | 57,000 24,000 50,000 | 33,000
945,000 | 2,237,000 | 1,764,000 | 2,429,000 | 2,710,000

That artiele shows, Mr. President, that in spite of the war
the tonnage ecleared from American seaports in the foreign
trade during the fiscal year ended June 30, 1916, was the largest
in history, the American tonnage cleared in this over-seas trade
being more than threefold that of 1914, This shows how much
enterprise American shipowners have manifested in building or
buying new shipping, or diverting all available vessels from the
coastwise trade. It is particularly interesting to note that the
American tonnage cleared in the trade with South America was
also five times greater than in 1914. These are practically all
freight carriers, however, and not in any ease a regular line
service. Such regular service can not possibly be established

in time of war without subventions from the Government guar-
anteeing protection.

I have also, Mr. President, a most interesting article from a
great American newspaper, the New York Journal of Com-
meree, of August 10, 1916, headed “ Decline in World’s Steam-
ship Tonnage.” The entire article is as follows:

Statistics showing the number and tonnage of steam vessels owned
h{ the various natlons of the world, con ed in the new issue of
Lloyd’'s Reﬁlistcr. indicate that war losses and the curtailment of new
production have cnused a slight reduction in the total since the begin-
ning of hostilities. The number of vessels listed under date of June,
1914, was 24,444, with an aggregate gross tonnage of 45,403,877, as
compared with 24.132 of an a iate gross tonnage of 45,247,724 on
June 30, 1916. The saﬂing-agga onnage totals 3,485,412 tons now,
compared with 3,685.675 tons two years ago, pointing toward the f
that there has been littie effort to supply new tonnage for that which

¥ hﬁhbeen dloat. ﬁzzen though sailing nlg&s have recently been aperated
W pro

Theg%onited Btates has made the greatest gain orded' by ti

as shown by the figures. This increase has be:;c co:ﬂneﬁ ﬁ’{tfﬁgoﬁi

ocean-going vessels, which have inereased In pumber by 172 an
tonnage by 825,627 tons. To offset this increase there has been
a slight dzcllne in the number and tonnage of can. lake vessels,

some of which have been withdrawn for ocean service. The shipping

of the Philippine Islands has also decreased somewhat. Taking these
losses into consideration, the gain of the American merchant marine
has been 147 steamships of 786,137 gross tons.

It is interesting to note that in =pite of the fact that Norway has
lost more ships due to war causes than any other neutral nation, she
shows the second largest gain, amounting to 130 ships of 306,547 gross
tons. Japan's increase has been less than might have been expected,
measured by 48 ships of 139,067 gross tons.

It will be seen from the following table that the steam tonnage under
the British flag has decreased by only 59,825 tons, the French tonm
by 71,166 tons, while Russian steam tonnage has increased h{ 23,197
tons, and Italian tonnage by 205,245 tons, so that, taken altogether,
the allies have 147,451 tons more than in 1914, while Austria and
Germany have lost 1,405,421 tons. That these figures do not represent
accurately the relative ugosiﬂon of the belligerents is to be inferred
from the absence of definite information as to what ships Germany and
Austria have been building, details of which will not be known prop-
ably until after the war ends, 3

he allies together own 27,292,011 tons, Germany, Austria, and
Turkey 4,864,7 tons, and neutrals 13,090,981 tons. Great Britain
still tains a long lead over all rival maritime nations, as indi-

i
merchant fleet of the United

ted by the Register, while the seago
L siasatid gl he following table shows the

States yields second place to Germany.

number and tonnage of steamships owned the countries listed om
June 30, 1914, and on June 30, 1916, as recorded by Lloyds:
June, 1914, June, 1916.
Gross Gross
Number. tonnage. Number. tormage

8,587 | 18, 802, 8,454 | 18,825,358

1,585 | 1,631,617 | = 1,576 | 1,638,525

1,13 | 2,028,908 | 1,285 | 2,852,535

"579 g’,:m,«: 561 | 2225000

5 42,729 58 37,790

173 | 341,025 144 | 254,985

305 | 307,607 3t7 | 200,687

a1 96, 473 w| ese

e 93095 80 7 8il

53 58, 450 41 34, 281

576 [ 770,430 560 | 707,371

709 | 1,471,710 697 | 1,486,368

1,025 | 1,922,286 908 | 1,851,120

2,000 | 5,134,720 | 1,708 | 3,899,512

407 | 820,861 381 | 717,045

637 | 1,460,475 684 | 1,685,720

1,108 | 1708,38 | 1,150 | 1)847,453

48 45,000 1 40,084

1,656 | 1,967,358 | 1,795 | 2,263,900

19 28771 1 2,342

105 92,429 164 706

34, 56, 164 35 | 206

747 | 851,049 53| 5,148

11 T sl [ e

589 | 883,028 552 | 815,166

1,088 | 1,005,364 | 1,087 | 926,650

142 118,317 | 13 3, 087

42 38, 837 41 35,080

74 54,798 76 59,746

....................... 26 51, 401

24, 444 | 15,408,877 | 24,132 | 45,247,724

This article shows that, while the world’s tonnage as a whole
has fallen off, due chiefly to war depredations, American ship-
ping on the ocean has increased from 2,026,908 tons, in 1915, to
2,852,585 tons, in 1916. This excludes, of course; the immense
Great Lakes tonnage, the figures being those of Lloyd’s. There
is no nation, according to Lloyd's statement, which begins to
show such a vast gain as our own country—all due thus far to
private capital and private initiative.

ALMOST UNIVERSALLY CONDEMNED.

Mr. President, seldom has an important legislative proposal
met with more overwhelming publie objeetion than the measure
of the previous Congress, now revived in the present bill (H. R.
15455), for the ostensible purpose of “* eneouraging, developing,
and creating a naval auxiliary and a merchant marine.” Un-
der this impressive title there has been cloaked a determined
attempt to force the United States Government into the com-
mercial shipping business—* a startling and dangerous step to-
ward " as a great southern mercantile organization
has well described it. (New Orleans Board of Trade (Ltd.),
1915.) Under the sharp fire of criticism from all elements and
sections of the country, and in the fear of another defeat, the
bill has now been materially restricted and some of its eapacity
for harm reduced. But the principle of Government participa-
tion in trade and industry remains, some very unwise nnd
obnoxious provisions have been added, and the bill as a whole is
as deserving of defeat and rejection as the futile effort of a
Year ago.
= ]'fhm are the three main points of objection in the amended

ill =

1. Government ownership and operation of merchant vessels,
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2, Drastic and impracticable regulation of shipping freight
rates.

8. F'ree admission to the coastwise trade of foreign ships
cheaply built through low wages or bounties abroad.

Either one of these three policies would involve a grave men-
ace to our merchant marine; taken altogether they constitute
n virtual declaration of war by the Government of the United
States on American shipbuilding and navigation.

GOVERXMENT OWXERSIIIP ALMOST UNKXOWX.

In the history of the world there is not one recorded example
of successful government ownership and operation of a mer-
chant fleet. Great PBritain, Germany, Norway, and Japan—
which of late years has shown the most notable maritime
growth—have never adopted or contemplated such a departure,
nor have the maritime powers of the second class, such as
France, Holland, Sweden, Italy, Russia, Spain, or Austria.

These Governments have all aided private maritime enter-
prise by national credit or funds or other forms of official en-
couragement. But in time of peace or even in time of great
emergency, when there has been public requisitioning of ships,
they have not taken actual title of ownership or deliberately
entered as Governments into ocean traffic.

For an instance of Government ownership and operation even
in a halting and inglorious way, it is necessary to turn to the
principality of Roumania, or to the colony of Western Australia,
or to Brazil, which became a shipowner perforce through having
to assume a fleet to which State aid had been unprofitably
extended, And in all these instances the experiments proved
disastrous.

Every strong and eflicient merchant fleef in existence to-day
under any flag on the globe is due to private capital and per-
sonal initiative. It is stated that the Awustralian Government
has just purchased 15 * tramp " craft to convey staple products
to Europe. But this is relatively a petty transaction, for several
hundred large steamers would be necessary to serve the
‘Australian trade, and the experiment is acknowledged to be
conditional on the war and only a temporary expedient. Several
single American shipyards now have under construction a much
larger fleet than this improvised tonnage of Australia, where
experience has brought sad enlightenment. The Shipbuilding
and Shipping Record states that one of the Australian colonies
bought a steamer “from a private company for £10,400 and
another £5,900 were expended in refitting her. She earned in
two years £2,881 and was sold last summer for £6,200, the esti-
mated loss of £10,000 falling on the shoulders of the electorate.
Another State-owned steamer is the Western Australia, pur-
chased in 1912 by the State bearing the same name. She was
bought for £39,500, and altogether cost about £73.000. The
Government was then trying to sell the ship for £45,000."

GOVERNMENT OWNERSHIP HAS ALWAXS FAILED.

Wherever Government ownership and operation of a merchant
shipping has been tried—and it never has been attempted except
on a petty scale—the result has been insignificant or futile.
Brazil a short time ago was reported as desiring to dispose of its
Government-owned fleet but could find no purchaser. Roumania,
which sends a few Government wheat ships to western Europe,
has all told only 34 merchant steamers of a total of 56,164 tons.
Brazil’'s steam tonnage, of only 802,513, or less than that of
little Belgium, is steadily decreasing.

There is one Government steamship line under the flag of the
United States—the Panama Railroad Steamship Co.'s fleet ply-
ing between New York and the Isthmus of Panama. This fleet
was acquired as a part of the assets of the French Panamn
Canal Co,, and has been operated by the War Department. An
analysis of the three years' operation of the Panama Co.'s ves-
sels for 1912, 1913, and 1914 shows that if the proper and
necessary charges for depreciation and insurance on the six
steamers of the fleet—such charges as private companies have
to meet—had been made for these three years, they would have
left a deficit in operations of $210,494. (See CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp, 63d Cong., 8d sess., Feb. 17, 1915, pp. 3952, 3953.)

If an allowance of 5 per cent on the capital invested on the
valuation of the six ships had been provided for, this deficit
would have been greatly increased. Yet the Panama Railroad
Steamship Co. was highly favored through that period in the
carrying of Government supplies and official passengers and
employees. The experience of the United States in this Panama
Canal line has been such that no serious effort has ever been
made or contemplated to increase the fleet or extend the service.

It is a sound axiom of business or of statesmanship that the
National Government should not engage in business undertak-
ings, which, under suitable conditions, can be conducted by
private enterprise. The business of building ships and carrying
mail, freight, and passengers by lake or ocean is satisfactorily

conducted by private enterprise in every nation which has a
merchant shipping worthy of the name., There is inherently no
more reason or justification for forcing the United States Gov-
ernment to build and operate merchant ships than there is to
force it to grow wheat or cattie or cotton, or to enter upon any
form of manufacturing or selling ordinary merchandise. The
plea that the United States must build and operate merchant
ships because “ private capital will not or can not do it,” will
not stand intelligent examination for a moment.

OUR SHIMPING—I'ROTECTED AND UXNTROTECTED.

The merchant fleet of the United States on June 30, 1915, con-
sisted of 26,701 documented vessels of a total of 8,380,429 gross
tons. As the report of the Commissioner of Navigation declared,
“In tonnage and value the merchant shipping under the Ameri-
can flag Is surpassed only by that under the British flag, and in
tonnage it equals that of any other two foreign flags combined ex-
cept the British.” Of this enormous American shipping the ton-
nage enrolled and licensed for the coastwise or domestic trade—
that is, for the trade between one American port and another—
included 23,903 vessels of 6,517,886 gross tons, while the ship-
ping registered for the foreign trade—the trade with ports of
other countries—included 2,794 vessels of 1,871,543 tons. The
American tonnage registered for foreign trade is now upward
of 2,000,000 tons, an increase of 100 per cent since the opening
of the Huropean war—but even this enlarged over-seas fleet is
only less than one-fourth of our total merchant marine, when
normally it should be, as it is with other nations, the greater
part of the entire merchant tonnage.

Every maritime power has a coast fleet and an over-seas fleet,
but our own country is the only one which shows such a con-
trast between home and foreign commerce. The reasons for
this are not far to seek. In the first place, the United States
has the most extended seacoast and the greatest system of lake
navigation in the world, In the second place, the national policy
for more than a hundred years has rigidly protected and en-
couraged domestic or coastwise shipping, while for 60 years it
has left almost unprotected the over-seas or internationally com-
petitive tonnage flying the Stars and Stripes.

One of the first acts of the first Federal Congress in 1789 im-
posed heavily discriminating tonnage taxes that were intended to
and did bar foreign ships and seamen completely from the home
coast trade of the United States. In 1817 the prohibition of
foreign shipping in this home trade was made specific and abso-
lute. By successive acts the noncontiguous fons of
Alaska, Hawaii, and Porto Rico have been included in the coast-
wise legislation, and the great trade between our Atlantic and
1{.ll‘aclﬁc seaboards has always been kept beneath the American

ag.

That part of our national maritime industry which has been
thus so completely protected has grown and prospered beyond
precedent. No other nation has a coastwise shipping comparable
in size, enterprise, and efficiency with our own. British tonnage,
steam and sail, engaged exclusively in the home trade of the
United Kingdom in the year 1913—the last for which records
are available—was only 869,090, or about one-ninth of the Ameri-
can coastwise tonnage of that same year, while 616,154 tons of
British ships were engaged partly in home and partly in foreign
carrying out of a total British merchant tonnage of 19,000,000,

The growth of protected American coastwise shipping has
been more constant than that of any other shipping in the
world. In the year 1860, before the outbreak of our Civil War,
the two great divisions of our merchant marine were almost
equal. There was in 1860 a total American tonnage of 2,370,300
registered for the foreign trade and a total of 2,644,867 enrolled
or licensed for coastwise commerce. The over-seas branch of our
merchant shipping—the registered tonnage—decreased with
some fluctuations to a minimum of 726,213 in 1898, and then
rose with some fluctuations to 1,066,288 in 1914. But the coast-
wise branch of our merchant shipping—the enrolled or licensed
tonnage—advanced to 6,818,363 in 1914. In 1860 only a little
more than one-third of the coastwise tonnage consisted of steam
vessels, while in. 1914 far more than two-thirds of the coastwise
tonnage consisted of steam wvessels. Assuming that one ton
of steam shipping is as efficient for carrying purposes as three
of sall shipping, the tonnage efliciency of the American coast-
wise fleet has inereased from 4,000,000 in 1860 to 106,000,000 in
1914—a fourfold expansion, or a gain in coastwise tonnage far
greater than the growth in the country’s population, which has
been about threefold in the same period.

This enormous growth of the coastwise shipping of America
is all the more significant because it has occurred during an
era of unexampled expansion of the great railroad systems of
the United States, with a large part of which the coastwise ship-
ping directly and sharply competes on the Great Lakes and on
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the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans. It is manifest, therefore, that
there is not the shadow of an excuse for government ownership
and operation of merchant shipping so far as American coast-
wise shipping is concerned. This coastwise industry has splen-
didly justified the protective policy with which the fathers of
the Nation surrounded it, and has abundantly met the needs of
the American people,

‘WHY TIIE OVER-SEAS FLEET HAS DWINDLED,

The records of American over-seas shipping tell a very differ-
ent and unhappy story. When the European war broke out in
19014 our total registered tonnage, as has been said, was only
1,066,288, or less than one-half of the 2,379,396 tons of 1860 and
only a little greater than the 981,019 tons of 1810; that Ameri-
can over-seas fleet of the year 1810 conveyed 91 per cent of Amer-
ican imports and exports, while the fleet of 1914 was conveying
only 8.6 per cent of our imports and exports, leaving a mo-
nopoly of more than 90 per cent of our own ocean carrying to
the ships of foreign nations.

And here, Mr. President, I will take occasion to suggest that
the records of American shipping, the over-seas and coastwise
shipping of this great country, conclusively prove that if there
is any need of an addition to the fleets of the United States, it is
in the over-seas trade. The coastwise trade has all the ships it
needs. It has given 4,000,000 tons of shipping to the over-seas
trade during the past two years; and why any Senator who ex-
amines the record on this question should think it necessary to-
invade the coastwise shipping surpasses my comprehension. The
ships will not be needed. If they are put into that trade they
will displace ships already there, built by American capital in
American shipyards, owned and navigated by citizens of the
United States.

The reason for this singular disparity between our coastwise
shipping and our over-seas shipping in the last 60 years—for the
unexampled growth of one branch of our merchant marine and
the appalling decrease of the other branch—may be summed
up in the single phrase that, one was protected and the other
was not. This fact is the real heart of the problem to-day
of the American merchant marine. In the beginning the record
of history shows that both the coastwise fleet and the over-seas
fleet were liberally provected and encouraged by the National
Government. At the same time when Washington, Adams,
Jefferson, and Madison barred foreign ships out of the coastwise
trade by heavily discriminating tonnage taxes, they took effec-
tive action to encourage American ships in the over-seas trade
of the United States. By an act of July 4, 1789, a discount
was allowed of 10 per cent of the tariff duties upon imports
brought to this country in ships built and owned by American
citizens, and by act of July 20, 1789, these same fathers of our
Nation provided that American-built ships, owned by American
citizens, should enter our ports with the payment of tonnage
duties of § cents a ton, while 30 cents a ton were demanded
from American-built ships owned by foreigners and 50 cents a
ton from foreign ships built as well as owned abroad. i

When this vigorous American maritime policy was adopted
foreign shipping controlled our over-seas commerce almost as
completely as at the present time. In 1789 American shipping
registered for over-seas trafiic amounted to only 123,893 tons,
carrying only 23.6 per cent of our imports and exports. The
stalwart protectionism of Washington, Adams, Jefferson, and
Madison bore such prompt results that by 1800 American ship-
ping registered for foreign commerce had increased to 667,107
tons, and the proportion of American imports and exports car-
ried in American vessels had grown to 89 per cent. Discrimi-
nating duties and tonnage taxes had proved a successful declara-
tion of maritime independence.

Under that policy American shipping continued to £row, even
under the handicap of the Napoleonic wars and grievous im-
pressment and embargo, up to the second war with England. At
the end of that war, in the framing of commercial agreements
where the United States was hopelessly overreached by the
more wily and experienced diplomacy of Europe, the preferen-
tinl policy of Washington and his compeers was set aside in
faver of British ships trading directly between the United
Kingdom and the United States.

Similar offers were made—unwisely, as it proved—to other
maritime nations, but the preferential policy of 1789 remained
in partial force, because our mistaken reciprocity was not im-
mediately and generally accepted until the year 1850. Thus
there was protection for American shipping in East India com-
merce, for example, against the British ships that were our
most formidable competitors, until the wonderful development
of the trade to California, the Crimean war, and other tem-
porary causes gave the American merchant marine a powerful
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impulse in the first half of the decade preceding the Civil War.
It is significant that when these temporary causes lost their
effect and American over-seas shipping became for the first time
virtually an unprotected industry the tonnage built in American
shipyards fell off in a very swift and startling manner from
583.450 tons in 1855 to 156,602 tons in 1859 and to 214,797 tons
in 1860.

It is often asserted, but it is not true, that the decline of
Ameriean ocean shipping began with and was almost wholly
caused by the Civil War of 1861 to 1865. That decline had begun
befere the Civil War, In 1845 and 1847 Congress, on the recom-
mendation of Democratic Presidents, had granted mall subsi-
dies, after the British example, to American steamship lines
running to Europe, the West Indies, and the Isthmus of Panama.
For a time American steam shipping registered for foreign trade
increased more rapidly than British steam shipping—or, from
16,068 tons in 1848 to 115,045 in 1855. In one year, 1849-1850,
the gain of American ocean steam tonnage was 113 per cent,
American steam shipowners were as successful, so long as they
received the encouragement of mail subsidies, as they had been
in the building and operation of packet and eclipper sail ships,
and Ameriean steamers held the record for size, power, and speed
on the great routes of the North Atlantie. But for reasons asso-
ciated with the sectional quarrel between North and South that
preceded the Civil War, the mail subsidies were reduced and
finally withdrawn by Congress, and the American steamship
services which ran out of northern ports were one by one aban-
doned before the firing on Fort Sumter.

OCEAN MAIL THE ONLY AID,

Since 1860 the American merchant marine in over-seas trade, as
contrasted with the shipping in the coastwise trade, has been an
absolutely unprotected industry except for the small encourage-
ment given by the ocean-mail law enacted in 1801. This law
grants to American steamships carrying the United States mails
under contract with the Post Office Department a rate of com-
pensation fixed according to speed. It has maintained for many
years a weekly American mail line to Europe, which has proved
of immense value to American commerce in the emergency of the
present war, and other American lines to the West Indies,
Mexico, and near-by ports of South America—and for most of
the time in recent years a line across the Pacific to Australia.

Except on these four or five postal routes, American ship-
ping in ocean trade has had no aid or protection whatever
from the Government of the United States. As successive in-
quiries have always shown, the cost of building and operating
an American ship, because of the higher wage scale and stand-
ards of living in the United States, has been substantially as
much greater than the cost of building and operating a foreign
ship as the cost of building and operating an American factory
is greater than the cost in the case of a similar European fac-
tory. The protective tariff has compensated American manu-
facturing for this difference, but except in the case of the few
ocean mail lines there has been no similar compensation for
American shipbuilders, owners, and seamen. American ship-
ping in the over-seas trade has remained since 1860—except on
these postal routes—the only important American industry ex-
posed to foreign competition and unprotected by our national
laws. Other governments without exception have protected
and encouraged their ocean shipping in some form or degree by
mail subsidies or subventions or by tonnage subsidies or by
bounties to shipyards or by preferential railway rates or the
use of Government credit or Government favor in some other
effective fashion. The lower wages and cost of maintenance
of all foreign ships and the subsidies or other aids of some
foreign ships have been allowed to drive the American flag
almost entirely from the great trade routes of the world.

The American people are second to none in their native
genius for shipbuilding and navigation. The growth of our Navy,
the building of it and the manning of it by Americans have
shown what could be done by men of our race under favorable
conditions. The Immense increase of the protected coastwise
shipping, without an equal in the world, has also demonstrated
the capacity of the builders, owners, and sailors of the United
States, on the Great Lakes and on the ocean. In the protected
coastwise and lake trades and on the ocean mail routes, capi-
tal and ships and officers and men have been forthcoming. It
is only where Americans, unprotected, face a hopeless competi-
tion with the low wages or the subsidies and their equivalent
of Europe and Japan that the Stars and Stripes have failed
to hold their own. If private capital and enterprise have failed
in the development of an over-seas fleet in the United States, it
is simply because they have had no chance, they have had no
protection and encouragement, they have not had a fair and
equal opportunity, :
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Now, it is the irony of fate that the one American industry
that has for many years been unprotected, that has had no
chance under the national policy since the years before the
Civil War, should be faced with the threat of Government
ownership and operation. Just as the policy of this Natlon,
unlike the policy of any other maritime nation in the world,
and unlike our own policy toward all other industries, has neg-
lected and starved the over-seas shipping of this country, so
this Government-ownership bill proposes to kill and extinguish
what is left.

A BILL FOR DISCOURAGEMENT AND DESTRUCTION.

Instead of “ encouraging, developing, and creating a mer-
chant marine to meet the requirements of the commerce of the
United States,” this proposed bill, in its effects upon our over-
seas shipping, in its Government ownership and operation, and
in its minute regulation of rates, is a scheme for discourage-
ment and destruction.

A corporation or corporations, in which the United States is
to be the majority stockholder, the total capital stock not to
exceed $50,000,000, are provided for in section 11 of the bill to
build, buy, lease, charter, and operate merchant vessels in the
commerce of the United States. Such corporation or corpora-
tions are to be dissolved at the end of five years from the con-
clusion of the present European war. Thus the operation of
merchant ships by the United States is to be made a temporary
expedient, and there is a further limitation that these Federal
shipping corporations shall not operate any vessel “unless the
shipping board shall be unable after a bona fide effort to con-
tract with any person a citizen of the United States for the
purchase, lease, or charter of such vessel under such terms and
conditions as may be prescribed by the board.”

These limitations are made a matter of much merit by the
advoeates of the proposed legislation, who are apparently afraid
of their own expedient when they are brought actually face to
face with it. But five years after the conclusion of the present
European war may be a long time in the future—long enough
to give a quietus to American enterprise in the over-seas trade
of the United States. And in that trade at least the provision
that the Government shall not operate ships unless private cap-
ital will not undertake it is nothing less than meaningless. It
is known to all men that American shipowners have not been
able to operate ships under the American flag in the foreign
trade of the United States except on the mail routes, where a
postal subvention has been paid, or in some other exceptionally
favored service. Presumably they will not be able to do this
when normal conditions have been reestablished.

The reasons for this inability of American shipowners to com-
pete with foreign shipowners are also known to all men. Ships
built on a higher wage scale and in smaller numbers in Ameri-
can shipyards cost more to construct than in the shipyards of
Europe and Japan, all of which have low-paid and yet experi-
enced and efficient labor, and some of which have the addi-
tional advantage of direct bounties from their Governments.
But even when foreign-built ships are admitted to Ameriean
registry, as provided in the Panama Canal act of August 24,
1912, and the emergency shipping act of August 18, 1914, Ameri-
can operation is still handicapped by the higher wage scale of
the officers and men and other factors that make the mainte-
nance of American ships more expensive.

Thus, W. R. Grace & Co., of New York, have reported early
in this war that wages and food on a given steamship under the
American flag amounted to $2,773 a month as compared with
$1,001 under the British ensign. Nine steamers of the United
States Steel Corporation transferred to the American flag paid
$17,537 a month in wages to their crews under American regis-
try as compared with §12,478 a month under British registry.

In addition, certnin steamships under all foreign flags receive
postal or other subsidies or bounties amounting annually to
about $50,000,000. These and other forms of national encourage-
ment are an added handicap upon American vessels in certain
services, and of course are instantly forfeited if the foreign ships
in question are acquired by American merchants and brought
beneath the Stars and Stripes.

Low foreign wages and standards of living and foreign subsi-
dies or their eguivalent, not met by any similar aid under our
own flag had well-nigh driven American shipping from the
over-seas trade of our own country before the war began. These
factors in a greater or less degree will inevitably reassert them-
selves when the war has ended. American shipowners then can
not compete on even terms with their foreign rivals unless there
is some change in our national maritime policy.

Under this bill, if enacted in its present form, the United
States will then impose a new and heavy competition, and
American capital and enterprise in ocean trade will have to face

the wealth and power of the Federal Government. DBetween
foreign low wages and foreign subsidies and bounties on the
one hand and the Federal Treasury on the other it is not diffi-
cult to imagine what will become of the present American mer-
chant marine In over-seas commerce—a marine that has risen
since the war opened to 2,000,000 tons, 50 per cent larger than
the entire fleet of France and almost equal to the large fleet of
Norway.
A BAD SUBSIDY IN DISGUISE.

This proposed bill has been advocated as a substitute or
alternative to subsidy. It has been accompanied by much de-
nunciation of subsidies as unwise, unjust, and extravagant.
Yet the bill is nothing more nor less than a very bad subsidy
measure, grossly unfair, and ill-disguised. A subsidy may be
granted frankly to all vessels performing real commercial serv-
ice, or may be restricted to vessels of a stipulated speed and
power performing certain special service, under contract
awarded to the lowest bidder by the Government. The sub-
sidy bills that have recently been before the Congress have all
been of one form or another—chiefly of the latter form, con-
fined to postal and auxiliary naval services. Such subsidy legis-
lation,. whatever may be the merits or demerits of the policy,
has all aimed to embody at any rate a certain recognition of the
principle of fair and even play for all concerned.

But the proposed bill is guilty on the face of it of the very
worst evil of which subsidy legislation has ever been accused. It
is a bill of rank favoritism and partiality. It creates in these
Government owned and operated ships, that alone after the
war can be maintained under the American flag in foreign trade,
a special fleet singled out for Government support that is sum-
marily denied to all private-owned American ships, whose own-
ers with unusual vigor and courage have kept them afloat in
ocean commerce In the face of Government neglect and grave
economic disadvantages.

If this proposed bill is enacted, nobody will be able to own and
operate American ships in over-seas commerce but the Govern-
ment itself. These Government-owned ships will not be openly,
but they will be none the less surely, subsidized by the Treasury
of the United States, That $50,000,000 fund will provide the
resources. No Government ship will be allowed to fail. If
there is a deficit In its year’s operations, due to unequal compe-
titic with foreign vessels that cost less to man and maintain,
and in some cases enjoy foreign subsidies also, that deficit will
be quietly made up out of the $50,000,000 fund. If a regular
Government steamship service to South America comes out of
the year owing the $500,000 which might have been a proper sub-
vention for carrying the United States mails, the subvention
will be paid out of this same fund without invoking a special
act of Congress.

“ But this subvention paid by the United States will go back
to the United States Treasury,” say the advocates of the scheme.
Not necessarily. If there is any profit, almost half of it will go
to the private investors, who may hold 49 per cent of the capital
stock of the Government shipping corporations, Thus the pro-
posed bill, with its loud protestations of single-minded devotion
to the public weal, actually creates not only a small special class
of subsidized Government-owned ships but a small favored class
of subsidized shipowners, partners of the Government.

It is urged that under this bill if it becomes a law the United
States will not enter into competition with private American
capital on routes in foreign trade where regular American
steamship lines have already been established. Let us assume
that this will prove true; there is no assurance and there can
be no assurance whatsoever that the Government-owned freight
vessels of the “tramp” or general cargo type will not compete
with the same class of private-owned American vessels all over
the world. Fifty million dollars at present prices will provide
perhaps 75 moderate-sized “tramp” steamers. The duty of
these vessels is to go wherever there is a cargo to be carried.
Under normal conditions the Government-owned * tramp,” be-
cause it is virtually subsidized in being guaranteed against loss
in any service, can invariably underbid the private-owned
American “tramp,” which is thereby completely driven from
the field. Thus the Ameriean owner of a general-cargo steams-
ship, already fighting hard against the cheap-wage forelgn
craft, will find himself under this bill confronted by a new and
formidable antagonist—his own Government.

This is a matter of much importance at the present time, for
within a few years a considerable fleet of “ framp ™ or general-
cargo steamers has appeared under the flag of the United States,
Many such craft have been bullt in American yards on lake or
ocean, Others have been transferred from foreign registry
under the act of August 18, 1914. This is a new and valuable
evolution in the American shipping industry, but one particu-
larly sinister result of the proposed bill would be to cripple
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if not destroy this new fleet, so essential to the prosperity of
American farmers, miners, and lumbermen, whose products
these ships are especially adapted to convey to distant markets.

It is a fact well established by testimony before committees
of Congress that the introduction of this bill and the menace
of Government ownership and operation embodied in it have
discouraged the building of other American cargo steamers of
this useful type, and have, therefore, instead of “ developing ™
a merchant marine, distinctly prevented a gain which would
otherwise have resulted from the efforts of private eapital and
enterprise, These cargo vessels, designed primarily for the
protected coastwise traffic, are adaptable also for foreign voy-
ages wherever there is need. Most of these already launched
are now, and in these war years have been, engaged in over-seas
service, transporting grain, cotton, provisions, coal, and lumber
to all quarters of the sorld. A list published on July 19 by the
Department of Commerce showed 196 American steamers, nearly
all of the general-cargo or tank type, engaged in trade with
South America, Europe, Africa, and Asia. (Commerce Reports,
No. 168, pp. 227-229.)

REGULATION OF RATES.

No government of a maritime State in time of peace or of
normal conditions has ever attempted to enforce the regulation
of water-borne freight rates in the manner proposed in this
bill. During the present war, because of the abnormal condi-
tions which have accompanied it, some foreign Governments
have endeavored to restrict freight rates, just as they have en-
deavored to restrict the prices of certain articles of merchandise.
But these are all confessedly emergency measures—war meas-
ures—while this bill would make the regulation of shipping rates
a permanent policy of the United States.

There can be no objection to prohibiting diserimination or
extortion or other unfair practices in water-borne commerce,
but these objects can be accomplished without forcing all com-
mon ecarriers, however small, to file their maximum charges
and abide by them. In fact, the authors of this bill have shown
sufficient respect for the sensibilities of foreign Governments
and the comfort of foreign shipowners to exempt common car-
riers in over-seas trade, chlefly of foreign nationality, from the
drastic requircment, enforced in full rigor upon American car-
riers in domestic commerce, of filing and keeping open for
inspection all their “ maximum rates, fares, and charges,” which
can not be increased except with official approval and after 10
days’ notice. It is worthy of more than passing note and con-
sideration that the great, wealthy, and powerful European steam-
ship corporations, sustained by the subsidy or equivalent as-
sistance of their Governments, which have long monopolized
nine-tenths of the over-seas carrying trade of the United States,
are discreetly released from compliance with these particular
exactions which the framers of this bill impose upon the Amer-
ican owners of the humble alongshore carriers of our Atlantic
and Pacific seaboards.

This filing of rates for Government inspection and regulation
can be most easily complied with by the corporations operating
regular-line passenger and freight services. They have, as a
rule, their established schedules, while the all-cargo ghips in the
coast trade as a rule have had no fixed rates, but have actively
competed with each other all the time for the earrying of any
given merchandise, the business going to the lowest bidder, who-
ever he may be. Most of the inconvenience and loss attending
this wholesale effort to regulate all American domestic water-
borne freight rates from Washington will fall npon the thou-
sands of smaller ships and the thousands of smaller shipowners
whose vessels perform the great bulk of our coatwise carrying.

But even if the regulative system proposed were honest and
equitable, bearing equally on the great corporation controlling
a considerable tleet and the individuals of modest means who
own in small shares one, two, three, or four vessels, the policy
of endeavoring to regulate water-borne commerce in the same
minute way in which railroad commerce is regulated must be
open to very serious question in the minds of thoughtful men.
There has certainly been no general complaint that coastwise
freight rates on lake and ocean in America were discriminating
or excessive. Such abnormally high rates as the European war
has brought about have been in foreign or international and not
in American domestic commerce. Our water-borne coastwise
rates have all the time compared very favorably with the com-
peting rail rates, and especially in the case of bulk cargoes on
the Great Lakes have been classified as among the lowest, serv-
ice considered, in the world. It is difficult to understand how
the framers of this bill ean justify their course in dealing so
sharply with their own people and so leniently with foreign
shipowners.

LAXD AND SEA COXDITIONS DIFFERENT,

But any kind of regulation of water-borne traffic demands
the most careful consideration, because of the vital difference
in conditions between land and water carrying. A railroad has
an exclusive right of way, the paralleling of which by a com-
peting line is not an easy undertaking. But there can be no
such thing as an exclusive right of way upon the broad surface
of lake or ocean. Another ship or ships may appear at any time
and underbid any ship or ships that may seem to have an estab-
lished service. Cargo * tramps,” of course, are competing all
the time for transportation of almost all kinds of merchandise—
ships that, like nomads, are here to-day and there to-morrow. A
ship can not be subdivided, as a freight frain can, into any
number of units that may be reguired for the accommaodation
of the exact amount of freight to be handled at any given time.
It is the habitual practice of water carriers everywhere to
make a quick low rate to secure a tonnage that may be neces-
sary to give a. partly loaded ship the requisite stability or sea-
worthiness, nor can such a sudden change of rate rightly be re-
garded as * discriminative.”

All the Governments in the world have Instinctively recog-
nized that the fluctuating conditions of ocean trade demand that
water-borne commerce be kept as free as possible from all re-
strictions except those pertaining to safe navigation. As in
the matter of Government ownership and operation, so also in
this other matter of minute rate regulation the proposed bill
marks a violent departure from the long-accepted practice of
the maritime nations whose success has been most conspicuous
and enduring. Like the feature of Government ownership and
Government competition, this rate regulation imposes a new and
heavy burden upon the American merchant marine, discouraging
it and by so much encouraging its carefully fostered foreign
competitors. Europe and Japan need have no occasion to dread
the growth of a vigorous merchant shipping under the flag of the
United States, =0 long as repressive policies like these are de-
liberately advocated by American lawmakers.

It is not remarkable, Mr. President, that that great London
newspaper from which I quoted felicitates itself upon the fact
that President Wilson is going to force through the Congress
of the United States a law of this kind.

A DEADLY ATTACK ON COASTWISE SHIPBUILDING.

Nor are these the only directions in which the proposed bill
is directly and bitterly hostile to the future of the American
merchant marine. Section 9 of the bill as amended by the
majority of the Committee on Commerce strikes at the very
life of American shipbuilding by freely opening to foreign-built
vessels for the first time in our national history the entire coast-
wise trade of the United States on lake or ocean. The bill as
reported from the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries and passed by the House recognized the peculiar importance
of reserving to American labor the construction of the ships
destined to convey our American home trade, and barred from
this trade all foreign-built vessels, even if owned and operated
by the Government. But the patriotism and fairness mani-
fested in this provision are utterly ignored in the bill as reported
to the Senate, which admits to the entire coastwise trade not
only all foreign-built vessels owned or operated by the Gov-
ernment but all foreign-built vessels which the Government may
sell, lease, or charter to private individuals or corporations.

The policy of reserving the home trade of the United States
to home-built vessels, as has previously been said, was delib-
erately adopted by the wise founders of our Government because
of broad considerations of prudence, as is suggested in these
words of Jefferson himself :

To force shipbuilding is to establish shipiyards. is to form magazines,
to multiply useful hands, to produce artists and workmen of every
kind who may be found at once for the peaceful speculations of com-
merce and for the terrible wants of war. * * * TFor a navigating
people to purchase its marine afloat weould be a strange speculation,
as the marine would always be dependent on the merchants furnishing
them. Placing as a reserve with a forelgn nation or In a foreign ship-
yard the carpentersﬁeblacksmlths. calkers, sallmakers, and the vessels
of a nation would a singular commerecial combination. We must,
therefore, build them for ourselves,

Mr, President, those are the words of Thomas Jefferson, the
patron saint of the Democratic Party, but the Democratic Party
in the year 1916 has evidently forgotten those words and is
proposing to do precisely what Jefferson declared would be a
* strange speculation,” passing over the building of ships to for-
eign Governments rather than encouraging the shipyards of our
own counftry.

Washington's foresight, Jefferson’s wisdom are thrown to
the winds by the majority of the Committee on Commerce, who
propese the destruction of the policy of the Fathers of the Re-
public through this new expedient by which foreign-built ves-
sels purchased and operated by the Government or purchased
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by the Government and transferred to private firms and cor-
porations can be infroduced in wholesale fashion into the gen-
eral coastwise trade of the United States.

Two years ago a similar attack upon the historic maritime
policy of this country was proposed to the Senate, in an amend-
ment to the emergency shipping bill at the outbreak of the
European war, admitting foreign-built ships to American coast-
wise commerce. After some days of enlightening debate, the
amendment was defeated on August 17, 1914, by a vote of two
to one, a majority even of the Democratic Senators finally re-
cording themselves in the negative, after earnest protests against
the amendment had been received from the chambers of com-
merce and boards of trade of the principal seaports of the coun-
try and from thousands of skilled mechanies employed in Ameri-
can shipyards. What new light have Democratic Senators seen
since then?

The situation has not changed since 1914, except that the
largest fleet of ocean-going steel steamships on record is now
under construction in thiscountry—195, of a total of 1,037,000 tons.
(Commerce Reports No. 173, July 25, 1916, pp. 310-311.) Not
even the poor pretense that ships can not be had and are not
being built in this country is now left to the champions of this
extreme free-trade expedient.

AMERICAN AND FOREIGN SHIPYARD WAGKES.

Under normal conditions before the war it was a well-estab-
lished fact that the cost of ship construction was greater in the
United States than in Europe or Japan. This higher cost was
placed in the report of the Merchant Marine Commission at 37
or 47 per cent on the average. (Report of the Merchant Marine
Commission, vol. 1, p. 8.) The difference was due not to steel
or to other materials, which as a rule were no higher in price in
this country than abroad, but to the far higher range of American
wages—higher by from 60 to 100 per cent—and also to the fact
that foreign shipyards as a rule were kept more constantly em-
ployed and were thereby enabled to standardize their output and
to achieve the economles that attend a large and steady volume
of produetion.

Because of the war and its consequences the cost of foreign
shipbuilding has increased to a point where it is comparable with
the cost in the United States, but it is not believed anywhere by
well-informed, practical men that these conditions will remain
when the war has ended. For the present, and perhaps while the
war lasts, it is not likely that the Government would find it ad-
vantageous to purchase foreign vessels and employ them in the
coastwise trade or sell them to private shipowners or corpora-
tions for the same purpose. Indeed it is not probable that for-
eign vessels could now be secured at any price unless “ interned ”
craft of belligerent flags were first sold to individuals or cor-
porations of neutral nationality and then retransferred to our
Government.

But nothing can be more certain than that when the war has
ceased foreign-built vessels will be pressed upon the Govern-
ment for employment in the foreign trade at prices which will
admit of no American competition. Take Japan, for example.
Her shipyards have had an extraordinary development. Her
mechanics will work for 40 or 50 cents a day. All the ships
produced by her yards are generously subsidized, and in addition
a direct bounty, which has been in the neighborhood of $12 per
ton, is provided for all new construction. Under these circum-
stances there is no room for conjecture as to what would in-
evitably happen, with free foreign-built ships provided by our
Government in the coastwise trade, to the shipyards of the Pa-
cific seaboard of the United States, inciuding the yard that
launched Admiral Dewey’'s flagship Olympie and the still more
famous Oregon. All the Pacific coast shipyards, and the same
fact is substantially true of the Aftlantic coast shipyards, have
been kept in existence for many years only by the demands of
the coastwise trade, eked out by some spasmodic naval con-
struction.

If the cheap wages, the bounties, and the subsidies of Europe
and Japan can draw even this coastwise construction from
American shipyards, the end of ocean shipbuilding in the
United States is near and certain. And with the closing of
these shipyards would vanish our ability to construct our
American ships of war, except as the meager and already over-
taxed facilities of a few Government navy yards could supply
them.

Therefore section 9 of this bill, in the amended form in
which it has been reported by the majority of the Committee
on Commerce and is before the Senate, not only imperils the
life of every American ocean shipyard but aims a deadly blow
at the national defense. It is a proposal of inealculable value
to foreign nations and of incalculable injury to our own.

If there were no other objection to the propesed bill, this
section 9, with its violent attack upon the very foundations
alike of the American merchant marine and of the American
Navy, would demand the condemnation and defeat of the
measure which thus assails the dearest interests of the Ameori-
can people.

NO LACK OF COASTWISE SHIPPIXG.

For the Government purchase and operation of foreign-built

and other ships in the over-seas trade of the United States, the
chief plea has been a lack of private-owned American vessels
for the purpose. “American capital ean not and will not,” the
country has been told, “buy or build ships for foreign com-
merce,” and therefore the Government must undertake it.
This plea is a poor, insincere one at best, for it ignores the
very definite reasons why American capital in this international
trade can not unaided compete with the lower wages, lower
standards of living, and often the subsidies, bounties, or equiva-
lent assistance of foreign Governments.
. But so far as regards the protected coastwise trade of the
United States, even this plea, poor as it is, is utterly impossible,
American private capital, skill, and labor have gone into the
coastwise trade of the United States on lake and ocean in such
abundance and with such effect that the coastwise tonnage of
this country is incomparably the largest and most efficient in
the world. Up to the outbreak of the present war there was
not, and could not be, the slightest pretense of any lack of
American coastwise tonnage. Our enrolled and licensed ship-
ping on June 30, 1914, amounted to 24,538 vessels, of an aggre-
gate of 6,852,536 tons. The entire merchant shipping of the
German Empire at that time, a month before the war, amounted
to 5,459,206 tons, according to Lloyd's, and our domestic fleet
was equal to the total tonnage of France, Norway, and Italy
combined.

A proposal to force Government ownership and operation—
including both Government and favored private ownership of
foreign-built ships—upon the great American coastwise trade,
which has grown beyond the growth of the country and met
every demand of the domestic commerce of the American people,
strips the mask off this proposed legislation and exposes the
real purpose of its authors to compel at any cost a desperate
experiment in State socialism, of a kind and degree unheard
of among the nations of the world. This purpose is still fur-
ther emphasized by the fact that while the bill as passed by
the House. permitted Government ownership and operation of
even American-built ships in domestic trade only with the non-
contiguous possessions of Alaska, Hawaii, and Porto Rico, and
there only if the shipping board found such trade is not being
adequately served by a regular line or lines of vessels, the bill
of the majority of the Committee on Commerce now before the
Senate provides for Government ownership and operation of
both American and foreign built vessels in the whule coast trade
indiseriminately—subject, indeed, to the stipulation of uncer-
tain value that the Government itself shall not compete unless
after a bona fide effort it can find no individual, firm, or cor-
poration willing to purchase, lease, or charter a given vessel
under terms and conditions which the Government prescribes.

A SHIPPING BOARD.

To one feature of this bill, providing for the establishment
of a Federal shipping board, there can in itself be no objection.
It is probably true that the usefulness of such a board is in-
creased by the omission from it, in the Senate form of the bill,
of two alrendy busy members of the Cabinet who would not
necessarily have any direet personal acquaintance with mari-
time problems or conditions. This board is intrusted in section
13 with the authority to investigate in a broad way the whole
question of the merchant marine in the foreign trade and of the
navigation laws of the United States. But all promise of large
beneficent results from such an investigation, undertaken in the
proper spirit, is nullified in practice by those other sections of
the bill which compel the board to direct the Government own-
ership and operation of merchant ships through Federal cor-
porations, and so forth, and the minute regulation of the freight
rates and practices of common carriers.

If the regulation of the rates and practices of railroads has
overtaxed the powers of the Interstate Commerce Commission,
how can this new board be expected not only to perform the
same detailed, laborious work toward shipping, but at the same
time be responsible for the purchase, maintenance, lease, char-
ter, and sale of merchant ships and an examination of the
whole vast subject of our navigation laws and policies? It
must be manifest that the new board is hopelessly overloaded
at the very outset. Inquiry into our maritime industry, its
strength and its weaknesses, with a view to recommending
sound and effective legislation and a well-defined supervision of
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the merchant shipping of the country, would be a sufficient
task to set for five commissioners of large ability and experi-
ence.

Government ownership and operation, minute regulation of
freight rates, and an “entering wedge ” of foreign invasion of
our coastwise commerce make the entire bill obnoxious to the
spirit of American fair play and destructive of hope of Ameri-
can shipbuilding and navigation. Such a proposal at this
critical hour in the affairs of our own and of other nations de-
mands the united opposition to the very last of all who honor
the wisdom of the fathers of our Government and believe in
the principle of protection to every great national industry,
alike on land or sea.

Mr. President, in connection with my remarks I ask to have
printed as an I].]J[}en(llx the very interesting and instructive re-
port of the special commlttee on merchant marine of the Boston
Chamber of Commer

The PRESIDING OFFICER
ordered.

The matter referred to is as follows:

REPORT OF THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE OF THE
BosTON CHAMBER OF COMMERCE.

A mnctse account of the rise and decline of our over-seas shipping
indus helpful to a right understanding of the present-day problem
of the erim merchant marine. This problem tes wholly to that
part of our merchant marine that is engaged in the e:l:termﬂ trade of
the United Btates—the trade with the ports of forel nntlons The
home trade of the United States on ocean, lake, or river has been re-

served to American vessels ever since the founding of the Federal Gov-
ernment. Under this pollcy our coastwise tonnage has grown steadily
from 68,007 in 1780 to 6,852,636 in 1914. This is incompambly the
greatest coastwise shipping in the world, greater than the entire coast-
wise and over-seas tonnage of the German Empire, or equivalent to
threefold the entire tonnage of France or Norway, and fourfold the
tonnage of Japan. American coastwise navigation is a weu-develtt:iped
and reasonably prosperous business, a trade of vigorous competition,
dominated by nn trust or monopoly, and steadlly and swiftly growing.
It needs no more national encouragement, and It asks none,

But with the shli:plng registered for trade overseas it is very differ-
ent. \Tormallf should be by far the larger proportion of our
merchant ne ; actually, it has shrunk to such relative insignificance
that on June 30, 1914-, one month before the outbreak of the opean
War, nur shlpplnx reglst for forei commerce amounted to only
1,066,288 tons, or less than one-six of our home-trade shipping.

More than a century ago, in the year 1810, the United States, with
only one-fourteenth of the population of to- dsy. had 981,019 tons of
shipping registered for fore commerce, and was carrying under its

81.5 per cent of its own imports and rts. In the fiscal
rearrlt.g 4 American ships conveyed only 8.8 per cent of our imports and

'his wvery great expansion of our coastwise even against
the Intenalfvyi competition of the railroads, m{ﬂplns sharp contrast
with the long decline of our over-seas ahigplng, and is manifestly to be
explained by the fact that in the one t is American against
American, with substantial equality in wages and other conditions,
while in the other it is American foreigner, with the ower-
whelming advantage of lower wages and requlrements and certain
powerful forms of national assistance on the foreign side.

, EARLY SHIPPING LAWS.

Though Americans of the colonial period won success as shipbuilders
and seamen, the effect of the Revolution was such that at its end, in * the
eritical of American history,” most of our over-seas ‘carr
trade fell into the hands of British shipowners. Our entire me:
fleet registered for forelgn commerce amounted to only 123,803 tons
in 1789 and only 23.6 per cent of our own trade was ng conveyed in
American vessels, In other words, the condition of the ocean sh gpin
husiness of this country, when the frederal Constitution was adopte g
‘Washington became the first President, was not very unlike its condition
at thc resent time,

ashington, Admns. Jefferson, and Madison all joimed in uril

Imme«llate relief for the merchant shipping industry, and the ve rsi
aet of First Congress under the new Constitution, passed on
1789, “ for the support of the Government, the discha of the debts or
the Unlted States, and the encouragement and protection of manufac-
tures,” contained an important clause allowing a discount of 10 per
cent of the tariff duties on all imported in ships bullt and owned
by Ameriean citizens., Moreover, on tea imported direct from the Bast
Indies in American vessels a further and far heavier rebate was pro-
vided, and the third act of this new Congress, on July 20, 1789, gave
American vessels a marked preference in tonnage duties and virtuall
barred forelgn vessels from e coastwise trade. In 1704, in place o%

a discount of 10 per cent in the tariff duties on goods imported in
A.merican ve 10 per cent w:ts ndded to the duties on goods imported
in foreign change of method, but not of principle. There
* was no sectional or party division over this early I lation for the
encouragement of the American merchant marine. omas Jefferson,
gru\‘;lr 11;.1 ttl:en Secre “nis t& grotte in 1794, “To force shlP

i o establish pya orm magaﬁnes to multi
usefu lln'in.n.ﬂs, to produce artists and workmen of every kind who n?ag
be found at once for the peaceful speculations of commerce and for the
terrible wants of war."”

BUCCESS OF THE PREFERENTIAL DUTIES.

These laws of the founders of our Government, so frankly and
strongly prererentlal to American nh!pping. hmtanily destroyed the
British monopoly o uarters of our ocean carrying. a his-
torian of the i)eriod has well said, *The growth of Ameriean shlpp‘ﬁ
from 1789 to 1807 is without pamllel in the history of the commer
world.” American tonnage registered for over-seas commerce inereased
at once from 123,803 in 789 to 346,254 in 1790, 363,110 in 1791, and
411,438 in 1792. It was at this time and under this m{,ooli? that Boston
and Balem lald the foundations of thelr srent India commerce,
The prnporﬂon ot our total tmportll xg,to carried in Amerl
ships rose fro &Mzr cent in 1789 to 40.5 per oent in 1790, to
per cent in 1'{91 and to 64 per cent in 1792,

Without objection it is so

lcan
55.9
By 17956 no less than

90 per cent of our commerce was conveyed in American vessels,
&

as th

ntic.

for over-seas voya
wonderful growth o

Foreign
years before had dominated our commerce almost as
do to-day, well-ni vanished from our ports of the

n 1800 there were (67,107 tons of American shipping

, and in 1810, 981,019 tons.
our ocean fleet was achieved in spite of

flags, w
completel
North A

iumsmmmt and embargo through the power of wise laws
which made it advantageons for American merchants to employ Amer-
fcan whenever they had occasion to bring goods from

forei

theze ships for thce import trade, they mtmﬁ:;
utilized them for the ort trade also. Thus usumﬂ of constant em-
grosment, American powners, building many vessels in sueccession

the cheap and n.lsundant her of the Atlantic coast, developed
models that combined ca and American officers and
crews navigated them wi the utmost skill and daring. National en-
coura ent of this maritime industry had quickly produced a*smartness
and efficiency, the like of which the worlrl had never seen.

MISNAMED '*RECIPROCITY " AND ITS RESULTSH.

So confident had our statesmen grown of the superiority of American
shl under any circumstances tha a commi convention with the
tish Government, framed shortly after the end of the naval war of
1312~1815 the United States thdrew its preferential duties as
h ships in the * direct’ trade with the United Kingdom.
oreom. um:lar pressure from inland and agricultural interests our
Government, through commercial treaties and a.cts of Cungresa. du-
ally withdrew the Jeclng preference from other trades, th this
Was nnt comple TE tive untll 1850, against our chief comgtitur
Great B ese “reciprocity ” acts were passed in ce of
the eamest pmtests of the merehnnts and shipowne'rs of the coast, whe
best understood the situation.

Amerlcnn ing continued to gm slowly up to the Mexiean War
ge but there was not again su ons expansion as that of

789-1810. In 1832 a tonnngn of 614,121 was registered under the flag
of the United Smtes, ln"% 83.1 per cmt of our im?orts and exports;
in 1845, a tnnnase of carrying 81.T per cen essels
were ﬂgur more our over-seas trade, but, on the other

were conveglng a part of the trade of other nations.

Ju.at how reciprocity on the sea would have resulted in the long
run can not be known, fnr it soon proved that it was not. real reciprocity
at all, but aomethtng very different and delusive. nited States
in entire good faith, in the years between 1815 and 1860 entered into
commercial ngreements with foreign Governments that ships of either
nation should be admitted on terms of equality into the ports of the
other so far as and tonnage duties, ete., were concerned. In
other wordg, the preference or encouragement which Washington,
Adams, Jefferson, and Madison had given to American shipping was
step by step abandoned. One result was that British ships, manned at
a lower wage seale, Increased nearly 400 per cent in our own ports
between 1881 and 1840, while our own ships gained but 40 per cent in
all the ports of the world.

BRITISH SUBSIDIES TO STEAMSHIPS.

This was while the competition was with sall ships, wooden bullt,
on either side. But just before 1840 the British Government fm to
invoke a new form of encouragement. In 1834 a subsidy of $80.0
%ear was given to the Rotterdam and Hamburg steam packets of a

ritish company, and another subsidy of $150, to the cket service
to Gibraltar. ese British royal pamenta were found

able in their influence on the new art of steamship and engine building
in the United om that in 1838 another and much ier subsidy
was offered for a British steamship service across the Nurt
the year followlng a subsidy of &‘425 ,000 a year was secured hy
Samuel Cunard for a steam line from ol to Halifax and Boston.
“It is beyond guestion,” declares James Russell Soley, the historian,
“that the sum paid to the Cunard Co, in Its early days, amounting to
about 25 tger cent per annum on the cost of the running plant, and
v Increased to $550,000, to $750,000, and to $850,000, was
clearly a subsidy ; that it was g!ven with the piain intention of estab-
lishing firmly in lish hands the trans-Atlantic traffic, and that it
accomplished the des red result.”
ther British ql uickly followed the Cunard—to the Royal
Mah Steam Packet Co for Ines to the West Indies, Brazil, and Argen-
to the Pacific tion Co., for a une to the west coast ut
Bouth America (this was estn.b hed by an American, i.uls.m Wheel-
wﬂght of Newbmpurt. who had first sought a subsidy in vain in
Washington) ; to the Peninsular & Orien for lines to the East Indies;
and to other l:ompa.niea in all a.rters the world. In a few years
British subsidies totaled $3,000, ft. 00,0000 an mulf
The United States had been Sitw ed by British plomqy and

lands—and preferring

m

statesmanship. Iirst, the preferential policy of Washington and his
colleagunes had made American shipping the most pro o{;: in exlst-
ence “is now con-

“ That starred flag,” the London Times lament
ous on every sea, an and will soon defy our thunder, "’ But we were
a%rol tly persuaded to lay aside the weapons that had served so well,
and when we had bound ourselves by solemn treaty no lnnser to em 1:)3r
them the British Government introduced the new and potent ex
of subsidy, which the treaties and agreements did not forbid.

AMERICA ADOPTS SUBSIDIES. ALSO.

This new departure did not %s.as unchallenged in the Unlted States.
It is almost forgotten now, but it is a fact of record that the American
Government for a time reso!utel{ met subsidy by subsid

successful in the contes It was an Amerlcan, ton.
e first efficient steamboat, in the Clermont of 1801‘.
immediate use on rivers, sounds, and bays
the ocean coast trade. Ericsson.hwith his screw ro-
r_l.ler, was rebuffed in England, hnt received and honored here, an
84 steamship was built for an American i ne
from New York to At that period, when the Cuuard subsi-
dies began, the United States was clearly ahead of Great Britain in
steam nav[gation Moreover, ships had begun to be bullt ot fron here;
}he Ii;angor,igr exdamptl:;;:’;e New Englnn“jd c;oasfi servlcet mtléufi ]Amietrﬁ
can ingenu Were as and comj en 0 deal W
steam as with sail, with metal as with wood. The idlil: that iron steam-
ghips could not be built in the Unlted States before the Clvil War is
the invention of ma.lice or of ignoran

It is a profoundly ificant ract that the initiative in the move-
ment to meet Brltiu.h eamship subsidies by American subsidies was
taken by southern men who were Democrats in national politics.
Senator Thomas Butler King, of Geotﬂr was the ploneer, In 1841,
soon after the first Cumu'd steamers d reached the United States,

ega.n to advocate in granting of mall subsidies, no
less liberal than the Brlﬂsh. put the Amerlr.an flag into equal com-
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petition. * British statesmen,” he sald, *are resolved to monopolize
the intercourse between America and Europe. Of all the lines of safl
packets which cross the Atlantic not one Is owned in Europe, and it i3
not to be doubted that American merchants, Eroper]y encouraged, will
assurfdly excel in them (steamship lines) as they have done in sailing
vessels.”

Presldent Polk, a southern man and a Democrat, advocated subsidy
legislation in his message to Congress. ‘The national policy,” he
said, * by which a rapid communication with the varlous distant ports
of the world is established, by means of American-built steamers, would
find an ample reward in the increase of our commerce and in makin%
our country and its resources favorably known abroad "—but Presiden
Polk went on to argue that the national advantage was * still greater
of having Poweriul steamships avallable for war,” and * having the
privilege of taking the ships already equi for immediate service
at a moment's notice,” This, he declared, * will be cheaply purchased
by the compensation to be pnid for the transportation of the mall over
and above the postage received. A just natlonal pride, no less than our
commercial interests, would seem to favor the policy of angmenting the
pumber of this description of vessels.”

TIHE COLLINS AMERICAN LINE,

So a southern Democratic President wrote, and a Democratic Con-
ress acted on his recommendations, the project being supported by
embers of Congress without regard to party distinction. A subsidy
of $200,000 was granted to a new American stenmshiin line to Havre and
Bremen—Iless than half the sum paid to the Cunard line, and the Amer-
fcan ships were larger, This was under the ocean mail laws of 1840
and 1847, by which additional American steamship services were estab-
lished to the West Indies, the Isthmus of Panama, and up the Iacific
coast to Oregon.

In 1847 a contract was concluded by our Government with the head
of the celebrated Collins line of trans-Atlantic steamers for a subsidy of
£8805,000 a year. When Mr. Collins built steamships much larger and
more powerful than the Cunard ships his subsidy was increased to
$8068,000 a year—the Cunard Line was then l'ect*;l\"Inge $856,000 from
the British "Government. This new American line began under the
brightest aua;p!cex. Its steamers beat the Cunard steamers regularly
in passages from land to land and secured the bulk of the first-class
passenger traffic. Moreover, as Lindsey, the historlan of British ship-
ping, sald, * Before the Collins Line was established, the Cunard steam-
ers were receiving £7 10s. sterling per ton for freight, which was so
much a monopoly rate that in two years after the Collins Line had
commenced the rate of freight fell to £4 sterling per ton.” Under the
impulse of the mail subsidies American ocean steam shl?gnf rose_from
16,008 tons in 1848 to 115,045 tons in 18505, As Dr. vid A. Wells
says of the period:

“ During the single year 1840-50 we Increased our ocean steam ton-
nage 113 per cent, and the seagoing qualities and performances of our
vessels were 20 admirable that the Conard Co., which had then been in
operation 10 years, was obliged to bring out new ships to compete with
them. The prospect, therefore, at one time was that the United States,
although late in the start in this new department of foreign shipping,
would soon equal, if not overtake, her great commercinl competitor.”

It was an era also of Immense expansion in the sail shipping of
America, doe to a successlon of extraordinary canses—the famine of
1847 in Ireland and an abnormal demand for foodstuffs in Europe, the

old rush of 1849 to California, and the Crimean War of 1854-1856.
he famous American clippers, bullt partieularly for the California and
China trade, belonged to this era, when in 1855 no less than 583,450
tons of shipping, including 381 ships and barks, were launched from
Ameriean yards,

LOSING OUR SHIPS BEFORE THE WAR.

In that year, 18065, the American merchant marine in over-seas com-
merce reached its climax. There set in immediately a sharp and star-
tling decline—six years before the Clvil War. hough the tonnage
nominally registered for foreign cnrrging: did not Immediately show a
decrease, shipbuilding fell off from 583,450 tons in 1855 to 156,602 tons
in 1859, and rallied onlg to 214,797 tons in 1860, This heavy shrinkage
in the produoct of the shipyards indicated fhat six years before the first
shot was fired at Fort Bumter grave discouragement and disaster had
befallen our merchant marine, This historic fact is exceedingly impor-
tant to remember, because it has so often been asserted that the loss of
our ocean shipping began with and was wholly due to the great war
between North and South. The records of shipbuilding afford conclusive
proof that the decline had set in long beforehand.

The causes of this decline were in lpm-l: economie, but in much larger
art politieal. It has often been al off'ed or assumed that the change
rom =all to steam and from wood fo iron gave Great DBritaln, our old

anid formidable rival, an overwhelming n(lmntagg over the United
States. But the United States in 1855 had long been building steam-
ships for coastwise navigation; some of these were fron Bh?ps, and
American-made iron was declared by architects and engineers to be the
very best for maritime construction. There were lIron shipbuilding
plants nt New York and Philadelphia and, before 18060, at Doston.

was a period of low tariff for revenue only, and the high ecustoms and
internal-revenue taxation of the Civil War, that undoubtedly for a time
did burden the shipbuilding industry, had not come into existence.
Americans were naturally as adept at ironworking and at boller and
engine bullding as thelr British kinsmen—a fact soon to be demon-
strated to all the world by the great armor-clad fleet of the IFederal

avy.

Great Britain in 1855 was manufacturing more iron than the United
States, and to a certain degree the transition from a material of which
the United Kingdom produced almost none at all to a material which
it possessed in particular abundance was a benefit to British yards,
but it was by no means a concluslve factor. There was enough iron
of admirable quality in America for the construction of great tleets of
ships. For the main cause of the decline of onr ocean shipping from
its climax of 1855 to the outbreak of the Civil War it is necessary to
Iook in quite a different direction.

AMERICANS AHEAD IN STEAMSHIPS.

Rivalry between American and British ocean steamship lines on the
north Atlantic from 18050 to 1855 had demonstrated that the Yankees
were as skillful in engineering as they had long been in seamanship.
Capt. McKinnon, of the British Navy, after voyages of obscrvation Ex
both the Collins and Cunard llners, reported to his Government that
“ there are no ocean steamers in England comparable with the (Ameri-
can) Baltie.”

Hut there was one serious wenkness in the situation. All of the new
American occan steamers were built in the North, owned and manned
by northern men, and registered at northern seaports, The sectional

slavery feud between the States was growing more and more bitter
every day, and southern men wery 'n control of Washington. These
ocean steamships, maintained by wabsidy from the National Treasur
against their equally subsidized British rivals, were a formidable n.ddi‘:
tion to the commercial and naval power of the North, For the same
reasons why the strengthening of the Federal Navy was suspended, the
mail subsidies were taken away from the great successful American
ocean steamship services in the very crisis of their contest with their
British competitors. :

OUR BHIPPING THE VICTIM OF SECTIONAL ATTACE.

This was done, after a memorable struggle, in 18356 and 1858, unde
the direction of several distinguished southern mcn—Jeirerson'Davis:'
of Mississippl, afterwards President of the Confederacy ; R. M, T, Hunter,
of Virginia, afterwards Confederate secretary of state; S. R. Mallory
of Florida, Confederate secretary of the navy; Robert Toombs, of
Georgia, a leading member of the Confederate congress and secretary of
state; Judah P, enfamin, of Louisiana, Confederate attorney general :
and J. M. Mason, of Virginia, well remembered with Mr, Slidell as Con.
federate envoy to Europe.

These able and eminent southern statesmen doubtless believed that
they were serving vital interests of their own people, but not all of their
own section coineided in their action., Though they received some
help from agricultural States of the West and Southwest, Senator
Bayard of Delaware eloguently protested against the abandonment of
American steamship enterprise as a surrender to the Britlsh Govern-
ment, and the action of Congress In withdrawing the subsidies was
generally condemned by men of all parties in the North as blindly
sectional and disastrous.

HOW BRITISH SUBSIDIES WON.

Disastrous, indeed, it quickly proved. When, in 1856, the southern
lawmakers reduced the (?oi’mw mail pay from $858,000 to $385,000—
the British Cunard shlrs were then recelving $5856,000—the managers
of the chief Amerlcan line to Europe rernsotf to give up the fight and
struggled on for a time., Bot the odds were hopeless and they were
fo; to quit the field. Their l:.;gcst shlgi_ the splendld Adriatic, was
gold to a new Dritish subsidi line from Galway and held the
Atlantic record under the British flag. One by one the other American
Atlantic lines succumbed, and when Commodore Vanderbilt, with all

is wealth and genius, attempted to mmpetc with the British sub-

sldized lines he was unable to withstand the treasury of the British
Government. When the Civil War opened Iin 18681 only occasional
Amer{t]:lanﬁsthe:mshlps were running to Europe. British subsldies had
won the .

The Colﬁns Co. had lost two steamships by wreck and its failure Is
sometimes attributed to this misfortune. But man)\]’ more ships were
lost by the British Atlantic lines. The Royal Mail had seven steamers
destroyed In quick suceession. Dut the Britlsh Government, instead of
abandoning the Itoyal Mail, stood by it more resolutely than before and
enabled it to bulld new ships and maintain its service,

Perhaps the greatest New York merchant and shipowner of this time
was A. A, Low, Esq., the distinguished father of Hon. Seth Low,
formerly mayor of New York and president of Columbia University and
now presldent of the New York Chamber of Commerce. The elder Low,
in a formal statement to Congress, speaking as an eye witness thor-
oughly familiar with the facts, declared:

132 ¢ onlf know the English have always, in peace and war, manifested
a determination to hold the supremacy on the ocean and the supremacy
which they acquired by arms in war they have in peace acquired by sub-
sidies. They have deliberately and intentionally driven the Amerleans
from the ocean by paéing subsidies which they knew our Congress would
not pay, * * = hey have driven us from the ocean by that policy
gsh as effectually as they ever did drive an enemy from the ocean by

a 0]

guns.

Great Britain, in 1860-1, was expending $4,537,228 in the en-
couragement of steamship Dbmilding and mail communication with all
parts of the world. France, following the British example, in 1858
offered subsldies of $620,000 a year for a llne from Havre to New York,
$940,000 for a service to Brazil, and $1,300,000 for a service to the
West Indies and Mexico. Germany, at about the same time, began to
subsidize the North German Lloyd on the routes from which the swift
American ships had disappeared. The slavery feud had killed the
American merchant marine in trans-Atlantic commerce,

EFFECTS OF TIIE CIVIL WAR.

After the destruction of our trans-Atlantic mail lines came the Civil
War. Anglo-Confederate cruisers between 1861 and 18065 burned or
sank 110,000 tons of American shipping and drove 751,605 tons under
forelgn colors; nearly one-third of our whole fleet registered for over-
seas cnrr%Inlg. This ocean trade fleet, which had amounted to 2,406,804
tons in 1881, controlling 65.2 per cent of our imports and exports, had
shrunk to 1 ﬁST.TﬁG tons in 18G06, controlling only 31.2 per cent of our
imports and exports.

for a while after the war our ocean shipping actually increased.
Shipowners and builders would not surrender without another effort.
Qur registered tonnage in 1867 reached 1,515,648 and remained at or
near the same figures for a decade thereafter—the total registered
tonnage in 1878 was 1,680,348, But in this same period the proportion
of our imports and exports carried in American vessels had steadily
decreased from 33.9 to 20.3 per cent, and after 1878 both total tonnage
and proportionate carr ing fell together, reaching a tonnage minimum
of 726,218 in 1898 ang a proportionate carrying minimum of 8.2 per
cent in 1901. From 1898 onward there has been a gradual, though not
constant, increase in our registered tonnage to the 1,066,288 tons of
1914. DBut this increase is more apparent than real, for it includes a
considerable fleet of vessels employed in the long-voyage coast trades,
like that via the Panama Canal. These vessels and others passing near
or by rorelgn ports sail under register instead of enrollment, for pur-
poses of safety and conyvenience. There was virtually no real Increase,
up to the opening of the present European war, in the proportion of
our imports and exports carried under the American ﬂn& From 8.2
per cent in 1901 this rose to 12.1 in 1905, but fell again to 8.6 per
cent in 1914. The development of American ocean shlgplng when this
great war started was substantially where it had been 16 years before,

THE OCEAN MAIL LAW OF 150L

From 1865 to the present time Congress has refused to adopt any
vigorous and comprehensive measure for the rellef of American shipping
in over-seas commerce, though a cautious and, as it proved, inadequate
mall-subsidy system was established in the ocean mail act of March 3,
1801, As passed by the Senate, this provided both subsidies for postal
lines and bounties for cargo vessels, but the bounty feature was re-
jected and the proposed mail rates were heavill}' reduoced by Middie
Western insistence in the llouse of Representatives. The legislation
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was so crippled that its authors despaired of any definite results, but
even with Filt); lowered compensation the act of 1891 has proved o be
of substantial value to the American merchant marine,

It was this legislation which made It possible for the International
Navigation Co. to undertake in 1805-86 a weekly service In American
steamships from New York to England and France, the New York and
Philadelphia being specially admitted to American reﬁshc"y for this

it , while the 8. Louis and St. Peul were bullt in the Cramp ship-
ya in Philadelpbia. These four sh were of great value as
auxiliary cruisers in the Spanish War. ough the :ﬁﬁuy con-
trolling these steamers has several times signified its ess to
bulld new ships equal to the best on the Atlantic If the United Btates
Government would enter into an agreement equivalent to that of Great
Britain with the Cunard Co., no action has n had, but weekly
mail service to Europe is maintained with great regularity by the ex-
isting steamers, and this has been of much advantage to our Govern-
ment and our merchants throughout the present war.

The ocean mail act of 1891 maintains also the Ward Line of Amerl-
can steamers from New York to Cuba and Mexico, the Red D Line
from New York to Venezuela, and the Oceanie Line from San Fran-
elsco to Australasia. Total expenditures under this act in the fiscal
year 1914 were 51‘.089,361. of which $673,998 was received by the
American trans-Atlantic service. Bvery great time nation spends
much more for mail subsidies than our own—even Canada two or three
times as much annually.

THE MERCHANT MARINE COMMISSION OF 1804-5.

Congress in 1904 anthorized a Merchant Marine Commission of five
Senators and flve Representatives, of which Benator GaLLiNeER, of
New , war chairman, to make a new and thorough mmﬁ?-
tion of ocean shipping question. This commission published its
report in 1904-5, recommen ing[ national enco ent to
steamship services to the West Indles, South Amerlea, South ca,
Austra and the Orient, and the granting of tonn? subsldies to
cargo vessels, A bill carrying these provisions passed the Senate, but
the subsidy to mrslt.nl shl& was eliminated In the House, and the mail-
subsidy measure which the House passed was defeated by a filibuster
in the Senate, conducted by two Senators who were retiring to private
life. The Senate subsequen the ocean mail bill, but it was
twice defeated in the House, though by the narrowest of mgoritlu.

In the congressional contests over the oS T

ting the experi

services on the North Atlantic before
tro: d f a forward I[Sou}.)h gﬁﬁm gmmap ﬂ.nde‘likpre-
strong advocacy of a fo cy by nators

mm% and the ocean mall bills were actually defeated in the House
by the defection of a group of Middle Western Hepublicans who, though
B ngsg.arﬂuns of tarif protection for the agricultural interests of
their tes and sectlon, were unwilling that natlonal encouragement
of an{l kind should be extended to the ocean shipping industry of the
Atlantic and Pacific seaboards., Another Influence was the hostility of
certain powerful European steamship corporations which had become
strongly entrenched In Amerl rrying. From their head-

stroyed
the Civil War. But from

CAD OCeAan ca
quarters in Europe and New York these fmlﬁa steamship organizations
sent out earnest arguments t the subsidizing of American steam-
ship services, and these a

J:penla undoubtedly counted for a great deal
with some lic men and people of European birth or immediate de-
gcent in country, to whom they were particularly addressed.

A FREB SHIP EXPERIMENT,

As a part of the Panama Canal act of Ay t 24, 1912, Congress
changed the traditional pollcy of the Unlted'gam by o free
Nf“ ry for the over-seas trade to American-owned, forelgn-b ves-
Bels not more than five years old. This * freeship " experiment proved
absolutely frultless up the outbreak of the war in not one
foreign-built ship was at any time registered under its provisions.
The reason assigned was the higher cost of ogeraﬁon that would have
bﬁ assumed under the Amarée:n laws n.nd;u oﬂ;, 18, 1914,

an emergency measure Con on s ssed an
act amending the previous act so :ﬁut thw could be adg:‘it‘ted to
American relﬁstry or purposes of foreign commerce American-owned,
foreign-built vessels without regard to age. At the same time the
President was authorized to suspend the requirement of law that the
officers of these foreign-built ships should be American citizens and to
exempt the ships In question from compliance with our inspection and
measurement laws and regulations.

A considerable movement of American owners of torei%;buﬂt shl
to naturalize their vessels under the new law qu.!ckl{ followed. The
United Fruit Co., the Btandard Oil Co., and the United Btates Bteel
Corporation were the principal factors to take advantage of the new
legislation. Most of the foreign-built ships added to the American
overseas fleet under the new policy were erican owned before the
war began, have not been many mnew purchases of foreign-
bullt s lt):l and a ver{nlarze proportion of vessels controlled by Amerl-
can , motably the lar trans-Atlantic trade, remain
under foreign colors. The total number of ships naturalized under the
act of August 18, 1914, is 171, of a total tonnage of 583,788. Most of
these were brought in in the early part of the war. Only v
one of them a small yacht, were granted registry in the entire month
gts‘ “fEf%“‘“" 1915, and only three more were admitted up to December

FOREIGN CREWS DEMAND AMERICAN WAGEB.

It has been discovered in actual experience that the
the navigation laws by the President, so that the forelgn t
admitted to American registry can come Iln with thelr fo:
and remain exempt from our inspection and measurement laws and
rules, has not prevented these foreign officers and their foreign crews
from demanding the scale and food scale of Americans, The re-
sult has been an immediate and large increase in the cost of manning
and maintenance, so that in these regards the naturalized ships are on
the same basis compared with foreign-registered ships as are American
ghips of native construction. W. R. Grace & Co. find

that wa and food of a steamship under the American flag amount
to 32,7 a month as compared th $1,991 under the British flag.
“On B ste: we recentl ansf American

rl amers whi ¥y tr erred to the
flag,” says this flrm. * the foreign crews struck for American wages
the day of transfer, and recelved them."”

The United Stafes Steel Products Co., which handles the export
g:de of the United States Steel Co aﬂm}hhnl nine steamers trans-
red from British to American re% e 878 members of these

nine crews under British reglstry recelved in wages $12,478 a month,

The 303 members of these e crews under American rﬁ:}r receive
ﬂ;.uﬂ a month, an increase of 40.54 ﬁr cent, and in tzm there
been an increase of 19 per cent in cost of food,

The steamship Brindilla, of the Standard Oil Co., has a total wage
bill under the American i!ag of $1,760 a month as compared with
?938.10 a month when this same ship was the German steamer Wash-

on.

ese great corporations have preclse systems of record, and so these
comparative figures are available and trustworthy, but theirs has doubt-
less been the experience of all owners of foreign-built steamships who
have secured American ¥. The great war has introduced new
complications. Becanse of war risks wages of seamen have risen
under foreign t!ntgs. but there is every reason to belleve that when the
war has ended the normal difference in wages between Amerlcan and
foreign ships will be substantially what it was before the war began.
This difference on typlcal cargo-carrying ships was as follows:

4] rative monthly wages, 1914, on American and British ca
it stoamers of 6 ty of about 5,000 tons. L2

American,

8/
=8

BESE
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WHAT SHOULD NOW RBE DONE?

Assuming that the free-
of equalizing the first cost o
E0 to Europe or Japan for vessels for over-seas commerce If such ships
can be procured there at a lower ce than ards—
there manif, gtill remain, in spl
tion laws, a e difference in wages and maintenance.
factors In the problem the comstruction cost been
not the cost of operation. This is still as heavily ng.l&:-ﬁ our
ever—and this is now s matter of demonstrated —it has
wholly removed from the fleld

How 1is this factor

law of August 18, 1914, has the effect
for Amerls shi;

The speclal ttee on merchant mar
of Commerce, in a report presented Jume 7, 1915, and subseqguen
approved the directors of the chamb r ded that carefu
anted by the Government, sufficient to o

o tion between American and fore! vessels,
with the condition that vessels recelving subsidies should 80 com-
structed as to render efficient service as transports, fuel nhlg:bsggw
ships, ammunition ships, etc., in case of war, and be held 3 to
the eall of the Government.

This plan would e:ﬁa.uso conditions, so far as lcal cargo vessels
are concerned. But maritime nations assist rega steamship serv-,
fces carrying mall, freight, and passenfern on fixed schedules at more!
than sgpeed, by means of mall or naval subsidies, amounting
In the a te to not much less than $50,000,000 a year. It Is
obvious that such regular line steamship services under the American
flag would require -?:cm additional encouragement, and for this pur-

the committee its report recommended an amendment suital
bcmslnr 2 Ltha rates of compensation offered under the ocean ma

W o

The committee also opposed the proposal of Government ownershi
and operation of mmmel?\cm tm.mnglpa. for reasons stated in a sept.::
rate rgort, and approved the creation of a Federal uhi,];u1,1I.lﬁ!.“obmu‘(:i‘li
after em.m%a the British Board of Trade, and a re n

tion laws and regulations, so far as they unnecessarily in-

cost of operation of American as t forelgn vessels.

Buch a revision is an essential part of any movement for the revival

of Amerfican Ocean shipping, but, as has already been demonstrated

by experience under the free-registry act of August 18, 1914, a revi-

on or a suspension of the laws and m‘t!ntjons will not of itself
ualize the cost of manning and main g American and fo

SHIPBUILDING ALL IMPORTANT.

At present, because of the t Buropean war, Its abnormal effect
upon wages and materials, and the absorption of forelgn shipyards in
naval repair and construction, the first cost of commercial steamships is

to have risen in Europe to or near a parity with the cost in
the United Btates. American

our na
crease

ye

ocean sghipyards are now fully employed

upon new tonnage, nearly all of It ed primarily for coastwise
commerce, but a large part of it of a adaptable also to over-
seas carrylng If condltions in that trade can be properly equalized.
This Is a fortunate circumstance for the country. 11 employment

will dgrutlx assist American ocean yards to extend their experience,
standardize their output, and reduce their costs, and the price of com-
mercial steamers of American construction should be very much nearer
the fore price after the war has ended than it ever has been before.
It should be understood that steel plates and shages for shipbuilding
are no obtalnable at as low a cost In the United States ns in
Burope.

The importanace of
shipbuil can not wi

diclous encouragement of the art of ocean
be overestimated, both because of the impera-
shipy: in the problem of national defense
rds no example of a nation permancntly great
tlon which depended for the comstruction
of its ships upon its rivals in trade and possible enemies in war. It
still eminently true & pﬂl}%‘l?le. as Thomas Jefferson declared more
LR a navigating people to purchase Its
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marine afloat would be a strange culation. ®* * * Piacing, as a
reserve, with a foreign nation or forelgn shipyard the carpenters,
blacksmiths, calkers, sailmakers, and tbe vessels of a nation would be
a singoalar commercial combingtion. We must, therefore, build them
for ourselves.”

AMERICAN MARINE INSUBANCE.

One essential of complete success in American shipbuilding nnd navi-
gation is a thoroughly American tion, survey, and classification
service capable of performing for the United States a work which
Lloyd's has long rendered for the British Empire, For many years
American shipowners and merchants, even in the coast and lake trade,
have been largely dependent for marine insurance upon foreign cor-
porations., To realize the full benefits of an independent American
shippi industry it must be possible to effect adequite insurance in
com es domiclled in the United States, preference being given by
our shipowners and merchants to insurance in American companles, and
to this end a strong classification society must be at once established,
so that American insurance interests can undertake marine risks with
all proper safeguards and necessary information. There is abundant
ecapital in this country and abundant technical and administrative
skill, and they should be brought into effectlve cooperation. There
should be resources in American companies sufficlent to Emﬂde at least
$1,000,000 of Insurance on any e hull to handle the marine busi-
ness now offering, which is about times the amount of insurance
at present avalilable.

very important natlon which has developed a merchant marine of
its own has appreclated the need of creaﬂn&:t the same time a classi-
fication and insurance system of its own, tinctively recognizing the
unwisdom of depending for such an indispensable service upon the re-
sources of fore competitors. It 1s earnestly belleved by many
American shipowners that the decline of our own mercantile marine was
hastened by certain arbitrary discriminations of powerful marine insur-
ance authorities of Europe, and It is the manifest course of prudence
to make such diseriminations impossible hereafter by providing requisite
Ameriean standards of construction properly adapted to meet the par-
ticular needs of the widely varying types of ships uired for Amerl-
can domestic and forelgn commerce. FPrivate capl and enterprise
ean best supply this need, with due recognition in the law and regula-
tions of the Government, =

A FLEET ESSENTIAL FOR COMMERCE AND DEFENSE.

The merchant marine—the building and ration of overseas com-
mercial carriers—is, or should be, a great national Industry, as deserv-
ing ns any other great industry of the friendly interest of the American
people and the intelligent consideration of their Government, Just as
every ndequate department store, for its own self-protection, insists
upon its own delivery service, so e mercantile nation demands a
suitable fleet of its own ships. Great ;Sritain fought flerce wars with
Holland and France primarily to secure its own sea trade. The new
German Empire, when under Bismarck it first be to look abroad
for markets, refused to depend upon British ships but sought at once
the creation of a German merchant navz. Frsnce would not rely upon
the fleet of either Germany or Brita! ut has laboriously wrought its
own merchant marine, and Japan, the latest of commercial powers,
secured its ships first and its aéa afterwards. Not one commercln{
nation, save the United States, has ever been willing to trust its over-
sens delivery service to its eager and agﬁresslvu competitors—the in-
stinzt of self-preservation imperatively forblds,

If the United States bad possesscd, as it should normally have pos-
Be: , 10,000, or K tons of overseas shiipp in August,
1014, nt the outbreak of the gresent European war, its ocean delivery
gervice could not have been broken down el'g' the wholesale diversion
of forel sghips, whose first duty was owed to forelgn Governments.
Redu or pted steamship services and abnormally increased
freight rates have cost the American people uncounted millions of dol-
lars since the war began, and, as agriculture still supplies the major
bulk. if not the major value, of our rts, the heaviest loss has
fallen upon the cotton-growing South a.ns f est, many
of whose public men have historically been most blind and indifferent
to the need of a merchant fleet that would serve “America first.”

If an adequate merchant shippi is important to our commercial
security, it Is absolutely indispensable to our military and naval de-
fense. In the event of war between the United States and a fore
enemy our Government would instantly require hundreds of auxllinry
vessels—scouts, transports, mine layers, fuel ships, ammunition ships,
supply ships, hospital ships—which could be provided omly from the
merchant service.

Many of these can be procured from the coastwlse fleet, but not
enough, for a large part of this domestlc tonnage Is not adapted to
open-ocean voyaging., The country has not get forgotten the humilia-
I:B)en of seeing its ;roud battleship fleet escorted around the world by a
motley cro of Britl Dutch, and Italian colliers, because no Ameri-
can vessels were to be had. That was in time of peace, but the lack
of such auxiliary ships, and espedalls‘g:f loyal American officers and
men, in war might fatally cripple our ting force and br agpamn
disaster to the Natlon. A strong mercantile marine Is one of the grea
essentlal elements of Ameriean * preparedness.”

American tonnage and proportionate m”fﬁa:g in foreign trade of United

States, IT89—
Propor- Pro
> tion of " t!nnp?r
onnage exports onnage
;agiswml lmm ﬁnsiatwd mmd
or foreign foreign ports
trade. nﬂnﬂ‘fn trade. | carried in
Amerjcan American
vessels. vessels.
Fer cent. Per cent.
123, 503 2.6 603,376 80.0
346, 254 40.5 657,142 8.5
263,110 55.9 667, 107 80.0
411,438 4.0 630, 558 80.0
367, 7.5 B57, 780 86. 5
438, 88.5 585,910 84.5
520,471 90.0 660, 514 88.5
o5 576, T33 92.0 744, 224 9.0
j 3 1 e SR 87,777 90.0 s B 7 910
_1Figures taken from the report of the Burean of Navigation and Bureau of

Foreign and Domestic Commerce of Department of Commerce.

American tonnage and proportionate carrying in forcign trade, ete.—Con,

Propor- Propor-
T g T exponts
onnage ‘onnage 3
i e | g iien | imoate

r or
trade. omm trade. |carried in
American American
vessels, vessels,

Year ended Dec.

31 Per cent. Per cent.
840,163 0 75.2
765, 252 0.5 70.5
906, 855 86.0 8T
981,010 0L 5 66.9
763, 607 8.0 8.5
758, 636 82.5 65.2
672,700 068.0 50,0
674,633 54.5 4L 4
824,205 74.0 0.5
800, 760 0.5 2.7
804, 851 706. 5 2.3
8., 580, 44 82.5 33.0
1819.... 581, 230 845 35,1
1820.. 583,657 8.5 3.1
T e N, 593, 825 887 35.6
1809, ... 582, 701 88. 4 3L9
1803.....52 600, 003 80,9 20,2
1824. . * 636, 807 0.2 26, 4
1825... 065, 400 02.3 7.2
T, A ety 606,221 02.5 2.1
IBd7 o vataes 701,517 00.9 a7
T 757,008 88.9 26,9
180 o 859 80.5 6.3
101 663 8.0 2.0
- 538,136 86.5 17.4
1832 614,121 8.1 16.5
648, 869 B1.8 15.8
749,378 8.0 16.0
17.2
15.3
788,173 845 15.56
14.3
14.0
753, 004 84.3 14.3
683, 205 82.6 12.9
702, 062 84.2 12.5
702, 400 84.3 12.3
762, 838 52.9 12.2
788,308 8.3 13.3
17 - SRS 832,746 823 1L7
Year ended June 120
y 843 (9 1.0
months)....... 856, 930 .1 0.3
Year ended Dec. 8.9,
9.3
78.6 8.2
8L7 8.3
BL7 01
0.9 10.3
7.4 12.1
75.2 120
5 10.6
27 0.8
70.5 0.5
8.7
87
1,010,471 069.5 923, 225 9.4
2,151,018 0.5 ar | 1,019,165 8.9
, 348, 358 75.6 1014.........] 1,066,288 8.6

Merchant tonnage of principal nations as recorded in Lloyd's Register

for 1895 dnd also for 1915,

1805 1015
Tons. Tons.
243, 21,045,049
2)164,7 15,308, 104
304, 1,055, 719
356, 714 820, 181
348 1,496, 453
1,004,752 | 2,310,438
1,896,812 | 5,450,200
778,941 | 1,668,296
301,101 | 1,708,386
1,850,012 | 2,504,722
487, 1,033,818
554, 238 898, 823
407,877 | 1,118,088

1 Of this, 2,970,284 tons were on the sea and the remainder on northern lakes and

rivers.

Bummary of foreign subsidics, mail pay, bountics, ete.
[From Report of the United States C}ommlssioner of Navigation, 1909,

pp. 20-21.]
Great Britain and colonles__

France- - ——ccoe—-

Austria-Hungary - o e
Germnny.
Russia...-

Norway —-

Netherlands. o o=
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Bweden e e Tl i 277,162

l:}‘:;mfsﬁ'k i $14!|a'1. 000

Belgiom 53, 970

Portugal 50, 000
41 ¢ ¥ PR S R e SR R D 45, 224, 6513

Outslde of Europe and Japan, subsidies and mall payments have been

reported for 1908 by the Bureau of Navigation as follows: Chile,
253,195 ; Mexico, $75,000; Bgypt, $54,5612; Brazil, $1,300,000; in all,
1,682,707, making, with the above, a total of §46,907,220,

(In the fiscal year 1914 the United Btates gﬂld in subsidy to Ameri-
can steamers under contract the sum of $1,080,361.83, and the report
of the Post Office Department states that * The net cost of the service
performed was $£55,155.51 less than it would have been If the steamers
performing it had not been under contrncg‘and had conveyed the same
mails and received pay on a weight basis.”)

The figures above are the latest officinl enumeration by the United
States of foreign steamship subsidies, bounties, ete. These subsidles
and bountles have been somewhat increased since 1909 In most of the
countries mentioned, together with a corresponding increase in thelr
merchant shipping tonnage,

(Germany, in addition to subsidies, grants preferential rates on her
State railroads on cargoes to be carried In German ships.)

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a
quorum,

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, MarTINE of New Jersey in
the chair). The absence of a guorum having been suggested,
the Secretary will call the roll.

The Secretary called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:

Bankhead Hughes Phelan Smoot
Brady Husting Pittman Sterling
Bryan James Pomerene Stone
Chamberlain Johnsen, S, Dak., Reed Swanson

ilton Jones Saulsbury Taggart
Clapp Lane Bhafroth Thompson
Cummins Lewis Sheppard Tillman
Dillingham Lippitt Sherman Underwood
Fleteher Martine, N. J. Simmons Vardaman
Gallinger Myers Smlith, Ariz. Wadsworth
Hardwick Nelson Smith, Ga. Warren
Hitcheock Oliver Smith, Md Willinms
Hollis Overman Smith, 8. C.

Mr. SHAFROTH. I wish to announce the unavoidable ab-
sence of my colleague [Mr. THoMAs] on account of sickness,

Mr. WARREN. I wish to say that my colleague [Mr. CLARK
of Wyoming] is unavoidably absent. He is paired with the
Senator from Missouri [Mr. StoNE]. I ask that this announce-
ment may stand for the day.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Fifty-one Senators having re-
sponded to their names, a quorum is present.

Mr., STERLING. Mr. President, I shall not occupy the time
of the Senate at any great length, comparatively speaking; and
while 1 do so I shall not prelend to speak as an expert on
ships or on shipbuilding. The more technical phases of this
question, especially as it relates to vessels in the foreign and
coastwise trade, respectively, have been discussed, and ably
discussed, by those more familiar with those phases than am I,
notably by the distinguished Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
Garvinger], who has just spoken, by the Senator from Min-
nesota [Mr. NerLsox], by the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
Werks], and by the Senator from Washington [Mr. JoxEes].
There are, however, certain things in regard to the efforts of
this administration to put through a ship-purchase bill or a
shipping-board bill to which I wish to call attention. They go
largely to the methods employed and to what I deem the need-
lessness of a measure designed to put the Governmeat into the
business of owning ships for the merchant-marine service.

And let me at the outset emphasize the point that the
majority proposes anew this scheme at a time when appropria-
tions will exceed by several hundred millions of dollars what
they have ever before been; when the revenues from the old
reliable sources are vastly diminished; when, to meet these
appropriations, new forms of taxation must be adopted and
new subjects of taxation must be resorted to. It would seem
that ordinary prudence would dictate that we stop short of
incurring this wholly unnecessary additional obligation of more
than $50,000,000 and of making the requisite appropriation
therefor. The prudent business man will not embark in an
enterprise involving large expenditures unless justified by his
needs, his facilities, and the resources at his disposal, and, least
of all, will he throw away money upon a project which experi-
ence and common sense and the facts before him show would
be futile and without beneficial result.

I take it that statesmen should be governed by the same
practical considerations as business when it comes to new gov-
ernmental ventures involving, as this does, its very expensive
administrative features and, second, a tremendous outlay of
money to effect the full purposes of the bill,

And, Mr, President, I can not help here suggesting the further
conshleration: Congress is not the business man spending his
own money, responsible to himself alone. Congress is supposed
to represent the people. In the provisions it makes for the rais-

ing and disbursement of revenues it acts rather in the capacity
of agent or trustee. It can not at will summon hither or to the
Treasury of the United States the resources of a nation and at
will disburse them in the promotion of any and every enterprise
which appeals to the imagination of Members of Congress or,
I may say, to an administration obsessed apparently with the
idea that to spend $50,000,000 in building, buying, or leasing
ships will be a grand party achievement. It can not do this, I
say, at will and in disregard of the interests of the people. The
principle of “ strict accountability,” though badly shattered in
certain fields, is not dead. It may be invoked elsewhere, pos-
sibly at the ballot box.

Those who pay the taxes—internal-revenue taxes, taxes on
incomes, and who will pay Government inheritance taxes, as well
as those who pay indirect taxes in any form—have the right to
know that the money is judiciously and, for the Nation, wisely
and profitably spent; that a worthy national purpose will be
served and that no great and beneficial interest will be im-
paired or destroyed.

This is not in any sense a preparedness measure. It is not
like the Army and Navy bills, which, perhaps, properly enough,
appropriated unprecedented millions in the interests of na-
tional defense. To pretend that the bill provides for the con-
struction or purchase or leasing of vessels suitable both for the
marine trade and for naval auxiliaries should deceive nobody,
for, as I shall show, the bill does not go that far. The use
of such ships for naval auxiliaries was merely incidental in
1914 and 1915, when the Senate was kept guessing from
week to week as to what new form the ship-purchase bill would
next take. Everybody knew that that bill was based on an
alleged emergency in our ocean fransportation business and
not on any need for naval auxiliaries. The discussion cen-
tered on that point.

The bill introduced by the Senator from Missouri on De-
cember 9, 1914, and reported with amendments by the Senator
from Florida on December 16, 1914, provides that the object
of the corporation to be formed under the act—
shall be the purchase, construction, equipment, maintenance, and opera-
tion of merchant vessels in the tr:&e %ctween the Atlantie, Gulf, or
Pacific ports of the United States, etc., to meet the requirements of
the foreign commerce of the United States.

True, a subsequent provision is to the effect that the vessels
purchased or constructed shall be of a type as far as the com-
mercial requirements of the foreign trade of the United States
may permit, suitable for use as naval auxiliaries in the Naval
Establishment of the United States. But who believes that
had that bill passed and it had been found otherwise expedient
or in accordance with our neutrality to purchase a few interned
German merchantmen an offer of sale by the German owner
would have been rejected. No objection would have been made
on the ground that the vessel was not of a type suitable as a
naval auxiliary. The title of that bill was:

To authorize the United States, acting through a shipping board, to
subscribe to the capital stock of a corporation to be organized under

the laws of the United Stales or of a State thereof or.of the District

of Columbia to purchase, construct, equip, maintain, and operate mer-
chant vessels in the foreign trade of the United Btates, and for other
purposes.

And thus we see from the language of the bill itself and from
the absence of any expression in regard to naval auxiliaries in
the title how remote, or merely incidental at least, was the
question of providing naval auxiliaries fo the main purpose of
the bill.

Then came the amendment in the nature of a substitute for
the original bill and all amendments thereto and theretofore
reported from the Committee on Commerce. It was reported
January 26, 1915. The changes were many and material. The
Senate entered on the discussion of a new bill. The language
I have referred to, however, in regard to naval auxiliaries
was retained in the substitute.

We recall the fate of the substitute. It was discussed day in
and day out and night in and night out, until on February 17,
1915, it yielded up the ghost and was replaced by Senate bill
5259. This, as Senators will remember, was a bill introduced by
the junior Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. WeEks] and was
entitled “A bill to establish one or more United States Navy
mail lines between the United States and South America and be-
tween the United States and the countries of Europe.” This
bill contained four sections. It had passed the Senate and been
amended in the House by attaching thereto as an amendment the
provisions of the ship-purchase bill we had been discussing, with
some new features, and with a final section which made in-
operative sections 1, 2, 3, and 4, being the only sections relating
to Navy mail lines, until two years after the conclusion of
the present European war. It contained the same inconse-

quential provisions in regard to naval auxiliaries as its two pred-
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ecessors. And then, after more weary days and nights, the wel-
come end came on March 3, and incidentally, I may say, there also
came an apparent vindication once more of the principle of unlim-
ited debate in the Senate. There came also, I think, general ap-
proval throughout the country of the course of Republican Sen-
ators and of the seven Democratic Senators who joined with them
in invoking the ancient rule of unlimited debate, a rule at
one time the subject of most favorable comment by our present
Chief Executive. I think it eminently proper in this connection
to quote what the President has said of the Senate practice.
He says, page 218, Congressional Government, among other

But the Senate is small and of settled habits, and has no such bug-
bear to trouble it—

Referring to cloture in the House—
It—
The Senate—

can afford to do without any cloture or previous question. No Senator
1alikalytowanttospeukonallthetog:uoftheumton,nrtnprmm
more speeches than ecan convenlently spoken before adjournment is
imperatively at hand. House can be counted upon to waste
enough time to leave some leisure to the Upper Chamber.

And then, a little further on, page 219, he says:
8till, though not much heeded—
We have evidence of that, of course, every day—

the debates of the Senate are of great value in scrutinizing and sifting
matters which come ap from the House., The Benate's opportunities
for open and unrestric discussion and its simple, comgar&t!vely un-
encumbered forms of procedure, unquestionably enable it to fulfill with
very considerable success its high functions as a of on,
(Page 219.)

And then, in a footnote, on page 211 of this book, entitled
“ Congressional Government,” by Woodrow Wilson, we find this

unqualified indorsement of the Senate’s practice in regard to
debate:

An attempt was once made to b the previous question into the
ractices of the Senate, but it falled of success, and so that imperative
orm of cutting off all further discusslon has fortunately never found

a place there.

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from South
Dakota yield to the Senator from Illinois?

Mr. STERLING. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. SHERMAN. I should like to Inquire if the author of the
book from which the Senator is reading is the same as the
author of the book entitled “ The New Freedom "%

Mr, STERLING. It is by the author of The New Freedom.

It is quite instructive now to look back upon the history of
that struggle and note what the obduracy of the administration
in regard to the ship-purchase bill cost the country in the way
of other and needed legislation. There were the water-power
bill; the oil land leasing bill; conservation measures to which
the Democratic Party was understood to be pledged; rural-
credit legislation, to which it was also pledged—all reported
to the Senate after extensive committee hearings and in
ample time for full consideration and action by the Senate,
but all doomed to failure by that fatuous leadership which
made believe that the fate of the Nation depended on its build-
ing or buying at once $30,000,000 worth of ships. All other leg-
islation was, in comparison, not worth while. Two great appro-
priation bills, the products of many weeks of faithful committee
work, shared the same fate, and the Indian Service and Postal
Service, which were to have been benefited and improved by
new provisions, were obliged to be content with the same condi-
tions and the same appropriations as for the preceding fiscal
year. Mr. President, apparently the direct and immediate re-
sponsgibility for the course of the majority in regard to the bill
lay with the Democratic caucus. On that point I desire to
quote from the same authority, and I feel like exclaiming, “ Oh,
that mine adversary had written a book!” He did write a
book, and here is what he said, among other things, in regard
to the caucus——

Mr. BRADY. Mr, President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from South
Dakota yield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. STERLING. 1 yield to the Senator.

Mr. BRADY. Is the book from which the Senator is about
to read a different work or is it the same book from which he
has already quoted?

Mr. STERLING. It is the same book from which I gead in
regard to the advantages of unlimited debate in the Senate;
and, of course, it is by the same author. He says:

That the silvern speech spent in caucus secures the golden silence

tained on the floor of Congress, making each party rich in con-
cord and happy in cooperation.

That is, those who favor a caucus would put it in that way.
Then the distinguished author goes on to say:

The fact that makes this defense of the caucus not altogether con-
clusive is that it Is shielded from all responsibility by irf; sneaking

privacy. It has t power without any balancing “weight of ac-
conntgtnty. Probably H; debates would constitote 1ntergsdng and
instructive reading for the public were they published: but

the;
never get out except In rumors often rehearsed and as often mendet{
They are, one may take it for granted, much more candid and go
much nearer the political heart of the questions discussed than any-
thing that Is ever sald openly In Congress to the reporters’ gallery.

They approach matters without masks and handle them without
loves. It ht hurt, but it would enlighten us to hear them. As it
, however, there is unha

pily no und for denying their power to
pmonn.{ convietion. h

override sound reason an e caucus can not

always silence or subdue a and Influential minority of dis-
sentients, but its whip seldom 8 to reduce individual malcontents
and mutineers Into submisslon. There is no place in congressional
Jousts for the free lance, The man who disobeys his party caucus is
understood to disavow hils part{l allegiance altogether, and to assume
that dangerous neutrality whic s0 apt to degenmerate into mere

is
caprice, and which is almost sure to des

troy his influence by brin
]éji?;;i :légar theiggs icion of being unreliable—a suspicion Jways ge?rf-

Ta —
By Wookrotw Wilkat p ctlg;ls'l 35 ¥ From Congressional Government,

And yet this same unrighteous caucus, with its * sneaking
privacy,” its “power to override sound reason and personal
conviction,” was the instrument employed by the President to
bind men to the support of a measure which their judgments
and their consciences condemned. For back of the caucus al-
ways, as we know from our experience here since 1913, was the
President to whom the caucus was blindly obedient.

Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from South
Dakota yield to the Senator from Illinois?

Mr, STERLING. 1 yield to the Senator.

Mr, SHERMAN. I will ask the Senator if he will give his
recollection of the remarks made by the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations [Mr. Stone] with reference to
Senators who did not abide by the caucus action and of the dire
anathemas visited by him upon the Senators who wounld not
support the caucus legislation and surrender their convictions?

Mr. STERLING. I will say to the Senator from Illinois that,
while I do not remember the language of the chairman of the
Committee on Foreign Relations, I do remember the circum-
stance and remember something of the fierce anathemas he
delivered at that time.

And now, Mr. President, comes this bill, the product, undoubt-
edly, of much anxious thought, of “ days of toil and nights of
waking,” on the part of its many framers. I can not think it
is the product of any one legislative genius. It has the ear-
marks of collaboration, of joint authorship, of studied attempts
to harmonize conflicting views. One man or set of men got in
their views in regard to a naval auxiliary and the prominence
that should have in the bill. They did not, however, get any
further than the title of the bill. Another set sought to get in
their view of the commercial importance of the $50,000,000 fleet
which the Government is to build or buy or lease; another set
thought it expedient to make the shipping board the over-
shadowing feature, and that their influence was great is quite
patent when we read the bill, title and all.

But, Mr. President, I think one thing is evident: Though the
Members of the minority were denounced as obstructionists
and filibusterers against the ship-purchase bill or bills of 1914
and 1915, the representatives of the administration, with a ma-
jority of 17 in the Senate, would not have dared to again pre-
sent a bill in terms like either of the bills mentioned and de-
bated at such awful length.

This in itself is a vindieation of all the Republican opposition
marshaled against these bills, It shows that Republican Sena-
tors, with their seven Democratic coadjutors, knew better the
public need and understood better the trend and force of public
opinion in regard to this great question of Government owner-
ship than did their Democratic opponents. And still the ma-
jority, under the dictation of the President, are persistent and
ambitious to achieve something new, notable, and striking in
governmental activities. Foreign commerce, or our commerce
generally, for this bill embraces both coastwise and foreign
trade, is the one inviting, seductive field. Under the belief—
and I venture to say that this is the exact situation—that they
can create the belief that they have accomplished something
great for the country, they still persist in building and owning
a few ships—for a short time, of course—but long enough for
a demonstration and to cause more or less worry to American
shipbuilders and shipowners.

But, Mr. President, the lesson has been brought home to our
Democratic brethren that if they would pass a shipping bill,
something must be done to popularize it; and hence we have
before us what they would call a shipping-board bill instead of
a ship-purchase bill, a bill which brings out in bold relief (in the
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title only) the naval auxiliary features, and which confers ex-
tensive jurisdiction on the shipping board created by the bill.

But again I insist no caveful student of the history of this
proposed legislation and of the terms of the bill will be deceived.
Here is the high-sounding title:

To establish a United States shipping board, for the puﬁpose of en-
couraging, developing, and creating a naval auxiliary and naval re-
serve anﬁ a merchant marine to meet the requirements of the commerce
of the United States with its Territories and possessions and with
foreign countries; to regulate carriers by water engaged in the for-
eign and interstate commerce of the United States; and for other pur-
poses,

Now, just think of that title! The casual reader might say,
why, the fundamental thing about this bill is a Government
shipping board, and the primary function of the shipping board
will be to encourage, develop, and create a naval auxiliary and
a naval reserve, since these are first mentioned, and that a mer-
chant marine to meet the requirements of the commerce of the
United States was a wholly incidental or subsidiary matter.
But such is not the case, nor is such the object of the bill. The
title is o misnomer and is designed to mislead. There is in the
country an overwhelming sentiment for mnaval preparedness.
Of this sentiment the administration seeks to take advantage
and through it win popular support for a bill which ostensibly
makes the naval auxiliary the paramount thing, but Whlch_in
reality has in this regard exactly the same purpose as the ill-
fated ship-purchase bills of 1914 and 1915. To this end the
peculiar title of the bill. But somewhere in the bill the real
purpose must be disclosed, and we find it in section 5, in sub-
stantially the same language as is found in all its predecessors.
Here is the language:

That the board, with the approval of the President, is authorized to
have constructed and_eqnlppeg. in American shipyards and navy yards
or elsewhere, glving preference, other things beinf equal, to domestic
yards, or to purc , lease, or charter, vessels sultable, as far as the
commerclal requirements of the marine trade of the United States
may permit, for use as naval auxillaries or Army transports, or for

other naval or military purposes, and to make necessary repalrs on and
alterations of such vessgs.

So, whatever its disguises, this bill, like those that have gone

before, isa bill to empower the United States Government through
a shipping board and one or more corporations organized under
the laws of this District to engage in the business of construct-
ing, buying, owning, and operating ships for the alleged com-
mercial requirements of the marine {rade of the United States.
The same objections lie to it as to the other properly called ship-
purchase bills. If they merited defeat, so does this. If the
people were quite resigned to the fate of those bills, they would,
I am sure, rejoice at the defeat of this at a time when it is
evident there is less need than there was then, and when, too,
the enormous appropriations already made, and the new and
excessive taxes threatened, themselves cry out against this un-
warranted and costly experiment.

Mpy. President, I have felt justified in discussing and compar-
ing at such length these several bills, those successiyely debated
during the last Congress under the general designation * ship-
purchase bill,” and the present pending bill—justified because I
have the very strong conviction that in attempting to pass this
bill the majority are seeking to win public favor for it by false
pretenses. But whether intended or not, the country has been
more or less deceived by the title and the language of this bill.
There has been misapprehension as to its real object. The
Senator from Washington, as we all remember who heard him,
spoke the other day of a Congressman who was inclined to sup-
port it because of its supposed naval auxiliary features, and
who showed by his statements that he had been misled. And I
myself have heard many well-informed men say that the only
redeeming feature of the bill was the provision in regard to
auxiliaries for the United States Navy or that it was a better
bill than the old ship-purchase bill, because the ships to be con-
structed or purchased under it would all be naval auxiliaries,
But look at the langunage of the bill! It is only so “far as the
commercial requirements of the marine trade of the United
States may permit” that the shipping board is authorized to
construct, buy, lease, or charter vessels suitable for use as naval
auxiliaries. In other words, this bill is for the purpose of ac-
quiring vessels to serve the commercial requirements of the
marine trade. It never would have been introduced otherwise,
The President and our insistent Secretary of the Treasury are
pushing it on no other grounds. In the purpose for which
vessels are to be acquired it differs in no essential from the old
bills which long ago, when through discussion their purport was
understood, were condemned by the general public.

I have examined the reports of the Committee on Commerce
on the ship-purchase bill and on this bill, the one presented by
the Senator from Florida [Mr. FrercHER], the other by the Sen-

ator from North Carolina [Mr. Stararoxs]. T think it highly sig-
nificant that in neither of these lengthy reports no reference
whatever Is made to any report or statement made by the Sec-
retary of the Navy or any naval officer to the effect that these
ship-purchase bills in any of their provisions in regard to naval
auxiliaries will supply a need of the Navy, and, in fact, it seems
not to have occurred to the Navy Department that any reliance
could be put in such provisions for the supply of naval auxil-
iaries.

The Navy Department is not working in cooperation with the
administration or with the Treasury Department in trying to
push through this bill which bears such a portentous title in re-
gard to naval auxiliaries. We all know that the several main
fleets, the Atlantic and Pacific coast fleets and the Asiatic fleet,
with thelr reserve fleets, have their supply or quota of colliers,
transports, tugs, hospital ships, supply ships, and so forth. I
will not say that it is sufficient or what it ought to be. I am
inclined to think that the supply is not quite what it ought to be;
but they must have some supply or quota of vessels of that kind.
It may be presumed that only in case of war or threatened war
will the activities of these fleets be such as to require many
additional auxiliaries; and these are, in fact, provided for by
general law enacted in 1887, which provides as follows: “ That
in time of war or threatened war preference and precedence
shall, upon demand of the President of the United States, be
given over all other traflic for the transportation of troops and
material of war, and carriers shall adopt every means within
their control to facilitate and expedite military traffic.”

This provision, as I think Senators will remember, is carried
forward into this year’s naval appropriation bill with an amend-
ment providing for shipments consigned to the United States
in time of peace. Under this provision the President may in
time of war or threatened war practically commandeer every
United States merchant vessel afloat as a naval auxiliary and for
all the purposes of military traffic,

This ought to effectually dispose of any claim that this bill
should be made a law for the purpose of meeting any emergency
so far as the needs of the Navy are concerned.

Mr. President, one more reference to the history of this legis-
lation, The ship-purchase bill was urged upon us as an
emergency measure, It was again and again pointed out by
Republican Senators in the debate that they could not be con-
structed in time to meef the emergency. Furthermore, the Secre-
tary of the Treasury to the contrary notwithstanding, I think it
became settled opinion here that we would be in danger of violat-
ing our neutrality should we purchase German interned vessels,
or in fact the vessels belonging to the citizens of any of the
belligerent nations. Mr. President, as evidence of that and of the
conclusion to which we came, Senate bill 5259, which was the last
bill considered on the 3d day of Muarch, 1915, contained a pro-
vision prohibiting the purchase of any vessel in a way which
will disturb the conditions of neutrality.

That situation and that danger has been recognized in the
pending bill, which prohibits the shipping board from purchasing
any vessel “ which is under the registry or flag of a foreign
country which is then engaged in war.” Hence if there was then
any emergency we were practically powerless under the then
existing conditions to remedy it.

This bill adds to the already long list of boards and commis-
sions created under this administration still another—the ship-
ping board, with its five members each to receive a salary of
$10,000 a year—$50,000 for their salaries alone—$5,000 for a
secretary, to say nothing of the cost of the services of the attor-
neys, officers, naval architects, special experts, examiners, clerks,
and other employees authorized to be employed by the board—
an elaborate and expensive administrative machine, with power
to form a corporation with a capital stock of $50,000,000, with
power to expend $50,000,000 of the money of the United States in
the construection, purchase, or leasing of ships to meet the com-
mercial requirements of the marine trade of the United States,
and not, be it observed, for the purposes of a naval auxiliary.

There is no emergency now, although this bill is to meet the
commercial requirements of the marine trade of the United
States.

Mr. President, there ought fo be no escape from the proposi-
tion that without an emergency this measure is not warranted.
I go further. Granting there is an emergency, the enactment of
this measure will be without warrant unless it is made to ap-
pear that it will have the effect of remedying the untoward con-
ditions we call an emergency; the effect of relieving from the
emergency.

I deny, first, there is at present an emergency, and, second,
granting there is, I deny that the bill, if it becomes law, will
afford relief.
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And now, Mr. President, what enght we to consider here
seriously and earnestly? In seeking to determine whether or
not the bill is practicable, or whether there is any practical need
or demand for it, whom should we consider?

Our first great consideration should, of course, be the welfare
of our own citizens. But who can say that our producers of
corn, cotton, wheat, oats, flax, rye, or meats—anything, in fact,
in the form of clothing or food products that enters into the
export trade—have suffered from the want of shipping facilities
for that trade unless indeed the producers of cotton for a few
short months only after the breaking out of the war? But early
in 1915 they were advised as I now remember by our consul at
Rotterdam that they were shipping too fast and that it would
be wise policy and in the interest of higher prices to refrain from
crowding the market.

And so with all products of the mines and manufactories for
which there has been the unusual demand abroad. They have
all commanded top-notch prices, war prices, the highest for many
American products ever known. True, the extraordinary de-
mand abroad for food and clothing products, for war material
and munitions of war, has made rates for carriage high, ex-
ceedingly high, but that is for the most part in pursuance of a
law of trade and that was a burden which fell on the foreign
consumer, He paid the freight, is paying it now, while all the
agencies of production at home for consumption abroad, instead
of being impoverished, revel in the prosperity consequent upon
the high prices made by the war. It should not be cause for
wonder that because of the great demand for ocean tonnage ex-
porters, some of them, may have sometimes suffered delay and
great inconvenience ; but that, I undertake to say, has been rarely
if ever reflected in o lower price to the producer or has re-
sulted in much ultimate loss to the exporters themselves.

No, Mr. President; there has not been nor is there now any
emergency growing out of the needs of the producers of grain
and live stock and cotton and clothing or war material of any
kind that would warrant this socialistic experiment in Govern-
ment ownership, with its initial cost of $50,000,000. And in
regard to what other class than these—the farmers, manufac-
turers, the miners, producers all—could an emergency arise
from want of shipping facilities? There are none.

But, Mr. President, the activities of American shipyards con-
clusively show that there is no warrant for Government inter-
ference in the shipowning business. Our own Department of
Commerce shows that the shipbuilders in the United States have
taken the lead in the construction of merchant ships. They are
now constructing more such vessels than any other country in
the world, and the output during the present year it is confi-
dently believed will exceed that of all the countries in the
world combined. This is an activity we have been hoping for,
and lamenting for 50 years because it did not exist. Individual
enterprise and capital is doing it in the true American way,
without Government help or inmtervention or expense. Is it not
the time of all times for us to say to the Government, *“ Hands
off! ™

I here read an excerpt or two from a special dispatch from
the city of Washington to the New York Times, under date as
long ago as December 26 last. The article is inspired by the
annual report of Mr. Chamberlain, Commissioner of Naviga-
tion. This article is headed:

Amerlea second In sea trade now—Ship tonnage equals that of any
two foreign nations, except England—Due to war and new law—

The new law being the law we enacted here giving ships of
foreign construction but owned by Americans, American reg-
i

This heading further reads:
Year's increase in merchant marine largest in history of the Republic.
Reading from the dispatch:

[8peclal to the New York Times.]
WASHINGTON, December g6,

(:han[i:aes in American merchant ahif)p!nui during the first year of the
war in Europe have had no parallel in ent in our maritime history.
The absolute increase in the tonnage of under the American flag
durinfg th%ltis eriod was 400,741 tons and has never been equaled In
American ory.

At the satmc tfme t}l?&s ‘.é#;. lfn increase or&sis vﬁu:els. with a;.nfngxtrf-

te gross tonnage o y American shipp! reglster or the
oreign trade, and this increase is three times as great as the increase
in registered tonngge during any previous year of American history.
During the year 0,000 tons of American uhl&ﬂng formerly plying
in the domestic trade obtained el:i};:lomt in e foreign trade. In
tonnage and value the merchant shi under the Ame:

flag 1s
surpassed only by that under the British , and in tomﬁ? it equals

that under any two foreign flags combined, except the Britls

I will not read further from this dispateh, Mr. President, but
1 will ask leave to have printed in the Recorp the whole of it as
a part of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
will be pursued.
The matter referred to is as follows:

The effect of the Furopean war and American legislation
American merchant marine and the resultant unparalleled ch.u::la a%
set forth in great detail and discussed most interestingly in the annual
report of Eume 331& Chamberlain, the Commissioner of Navigation,
to Set:retu.% fi of the Department of Commerce, and made public
to-night. . Chamberlain asserts that the nearest a: o the

year 1915 in the importance of the chan%e: in Ameriean merchant
shipping was during 1863 and 1864, when the Confederate cruisers were
in og:r&aﬂon and 523,064 tons of American shipping were sold to for-

Without objection, that course

EFFECT OF REGISTRY ACT.

Pointing out that during the early s of the war in Eur the
Ameriean ship-r act of August ‘:!lnsf 1014, was passed, Cadpfzmis-
sloner Chamberlain states that a total of 148 vessels, of 528,361 gross
tons, were transferred from . foreign flags to the American flag and
reglsi ‘ These transfers, however," says Mr. Chamberlain, * unlike
those of 1863—64, in very few cases Involved a in the actuai
benefi , but a change in the mmershi{: of record, possible

of the act of A t 18, 1914, which enabled
0 secure American r and the use of their own
flag for ships built in foreign countries. The transfer of very few of
these ships, aceordingly, involved an increase in the investment of

American ital in maritime wventures. They represent in all an
investment o 3,802,756.58, but Americans had invested nine-tenths
of this capital these ships long before the outbreak of the European

At prices current during the year these ships, if purchased,
would have cost much more than the amount stated.”

Mr, Chamberlain explains that until the act of 1914 was it
was mnot t‘Et;m:lhle for shipowners to give to their ships their truoe
national racter. “It may be,” he asserts, “that had full oﬂ%o:-
tun!goheen afforded earlier, it wonld not have been seized. £
question is somewhat academi

st them. The more n is whether the national
advantage galned during the last year is to be retained by legislation
giving freer scope in maritime ventures to American citizens of enter-
prise and capital, who in a few months bave given to the American
merchant flag on the sea a rank and importance second only to the
British. In the bitterness of feeli that followed immediately on
the close of the Civil War the opportunity to recover a lost &)osltlon
was away Congress, by the act of February 10, 1566,
specifically forbade the return to American of shi which
had been sold to foreigners * during the existence of the rebellion.' "

AMERICA’S OPPORTUNITY.

“ The European war,” continues Mr, Chamberlain in his most {llumi-
na presentation of the American shipping sitoation, * has created
an opportunity for the development of the merchant marine in foreign
trade which this eration at least is not likely to see r?mted.
The most efficient trumentalities for the prosecution of that trade
are ocean steamers of 3,000 gross tons and upward. Such ships are
economical by comparison smaller vessels, and it is by means

of la steamers that the great volume of our bulk exports must be
carried abroad.”
- - " - - L] [ ]

UNITED STATES SECOND.

The 544 German steamers are not able to engage in foreign trade
because of the command of the seas by the British. Eliminating th%a
the table shows that the American fleet of steamers of over 3,
tons ranks second only to that of Great Britain, and is about one-
tenth the size of the British fleet of ocean steamers of over 3,000

o088 tons, Of the 305 large ocean steamers which give the United

tates second place in forelgn trade to-day, 90 were stered in the
10 months from September, 1914, to June, 1915, inclusive, under the
re; act of 1914, based on the principles, Commissioner Chamberlain
says, ‘"which Great Britaln has followed for several generations."

Commissioner Chamberlain recommends that Congress enact tegisla-
tion to prevent the transfer of any of these vessels back to fo flags
after the war in iz over. Con may see fit,” says the com-

issi , “to consider the question whether the transfer of a ship un-
der the American %o an allen should not be conditioned upon the
a val of the SBecr y of Commerce. A general transfer back to for-
flags of ships which have been admitted to American under
the act of 1914 is possible under existing law after the close of the
Bur although not anticipated. To mention only one matter
telling against soch er, the enormous debt burdens Incurred by
belligerent nations must be met by very heavy taxation, and :l;.lfmtn.ﬁ. of
course, will be to bear ié ghare, taxes on pping as
a rule are not o ily onerous. Thus, in the last y

year 1913 s?ee?amhurg-Amelﬂun Steamship Co.

calendar
fit from the 's operations
e O ing valoed at 354045555

of 5&621.780 , its entire pro
mar
o es which German ships will after the war may prove
to belteht;:vx burden. The !.n.con?:tu a?a tge Cunard Co. for same
year was only £17,226 on a profit balance of £1,124,581, its total
ro being valued at £7,074,925. The income taxes of Great Britain
ve dy during the progress of the war been heavily increased.
On the other hand, there iz no present reason to look for any mate-
rial increase in Government taxes on American shipping in the near
future. Other advan which we shall have over t nations,

and even over some of the neutral powers, will readily present them-
selves.”

Mr. STERLING. I continue the evidence from the same re-
liable source. Here is an excerpt from the last Department of

Clommerce report as it appears, or rather as it is outlined in
the Journal of Commerce. I read just a short extract:

and 1y in 1916 belief that the European war would
Iattglg s l-edegurgn exceptional development orp:hlphuﬂdlug by
the maritime wers not actively engaged in war. In the first six
months of 1916 the United States launched and put into operation 192
ghips of 228,018 gross tomns (ecach over 1, tons)—more than the
enggo ear's output for 1914 or 1915. On J ulg 1, 1916, private Ameri-
can s were bullding or had on order 385 steel merchaut shi
of 1,22 ?fé'f gross tons. n&hc builders' returns indicate that of thls
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tonnage 159 ships of 444,090 gross tons will be launched before Decem-
ber 31, 1916, thus indieating a total ontput by the United States, for
the 12 months, of 351 steel ships of 672,106 gross tons.

~ Mr. President. it may be of interest to know how the people
out West feel about the shipping bill—how they reason about it.
The Sioux City Journal is published in extreme northwestern
Iowa and but a few miles from my own home town in South
Dakota. While a Republican paper, it has not been for some
years at least intensely partisan. It seeks to be fair and is not
averse to favorable mention now and then of some Democratic
measure or policy of which it approves. It is one of the strong
and ably edited papers of the Northwest. To illustrate, in a
recent issue is an editorial entitled “ Bipartisanship in Con-
gress,” in which it is inclined to approve of the course of five
Republicans in the House from Iowa, three from Nebraska, and
two from South Dakota in voting for the revenue bill.

Without committing myself to the same view at all, I read
the last short paragraph from this editorial :

Granting that the cost of preparedness must be paid and assuming
that the public which has been applanding Preparedness pleas will pay
it cheerfully in the least burdensome way, it is doubtful if the admin-
istration financiers could have devised a set of new impositions that
would arouse less popular criticism. Criticism there will be, but it
will come from a class in which the average Congressman—particu-
larly of the West—is not greatly interested.

But, Mr. President, ye editor has also something to say on the
shipping bill. He says it in the same issue in an adjoining
column under the title ** The Shipping Anomaly.” I shall not
take time to read the entire editorial, but this selection is
worthy of note, and I believe the statement of facts and opinion
herein made will appeal to the general good judgment and
common sense of the people of that great region we now call
the Northwest.

Here is what he says with reference to the shipping bill :

The shipping bill, if enacted in its present form, will be the least
meritorious effort at constructive legislation made under the leadership
of President Wilson. is putting it mildly. The bill is anomalous
and mischievons. It is difficult to explain the assiduity with which the
President has persisted in wishing it upon a reluctant party and coun-
iry. The ship-purchase Elan was proposed as an emergency matter in
the early weeks of the European war. In the general demoralization
of commerce at that time American trade was suffering severely for
lack of shi It was feared desperate efforts would be needed to lift
the blockade, The President proposed to meet the situation by Govern-
ment purchase of ships, the fear being that tal would be
afraid to take the war risk. It was part of the original idea that the
Government should buy belligerent ships tied up In neutral ports on
account of the war,

When the shipping bill failed to pass in the autumn ot 1914 its merit
4s an emergency measure evaporated.

He is a little mistaken there as to the date.
came—the final failure—March 8, 1915.

Bines that time American foreign commerce has breken record after
record for volume and valuc. Shipping has grown to be the most profit-
able business in the world. Many new American ships have gone into
commission, and our tonnage in fore trade has more than doubled.
Every foreign sh;ﬂmrd is building at its full capacity. KEvery American
shipyard is working at capacity, with orders enough now In sight to
keep it busy for years. Shipowners who are ]uclzhenough to
be able to put new bottoms into commission are getting their invest-
ment back in one or two voyages.

“'hfr should the United States Government go into the shippin
ness in such circumstances? 1n the first place, where is it going to

t the ships? An amendment agreed uﬁ?u by Benate Democrats

orbids it to purchase a ship beur]n% a belligerent flag or a ship already
engaged in American trade unless it is about to be taken oug of that
trade? If it can not buy idle belligerent ships or American ships, and
if both American and foreign yards are en for years skea.dp:t the
orders now in hand, how is the contemplated American shipping board
to mobilize the fleets with which to do business?

Mr. President, I want to add to that the thought brought out
the other day by the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. NeLson],
namely, that we are unable to buy ships of the neutral maritime
nations of the world to-day because of their laws, which prohibit
their citizens from selling such ships.

Possibly some one who likes the idea of Government ownership will
guggesl thai there is no huorry about getl[nF the Government lines
started, but the important thing will be to build up a merchant marine
under public ownership after the close of the war, when rates drop and
world competition in shipping becomes keen. Unfortunately the
Elalnt can not be made in behalf of the pending bill. As y the

ouse and approved by the Senate Democrats the bill provides that
the Government must get out of the shipping business within five
Yyears after enactment. ‘This means that just about the time the
Goyernment would be getring hold of some ships and working out
plans of operation for them it must turn the enterprise over to private
capital, presumably at a substantial loss.

here are some strong economic arguments against Government own-
ership and operation of ships. but it is not necessary to go into them
at this time. The shipping bill as now planned is so inconsistent and
impracticable that objections to it on these grounds ought to be suffi-
cient to defeat it.

Mr. President, briefly, I want to go from the West back to
the East for a moment and refer to and read partinlly an edi-
torial from, I think, if not an independent Democratic paper

The actual failure

busi-

what we might term a near-Democratic paper, the Xew York
Times. This is the editorial : .

THE SHIPPING BILL'S MISFORTUXNES,
m;r;le shipping bill has had many misfgrtunes, but none greater

}I sthould like to have Senators just observe this one particular
point—
but none greater than the promptness with which official statements
f prosperity following its defeat have contradicted equally official
claims that the defeat was disastrous. This week the Department of
Commerce announces that the United States is building more shipping
than any other country, and perhaps more than all other countries,
This is of date July 28, a few days ago.
Nothing like that was ever before known, or could have been antiels
mm‘l even a few months ago. Yet last w
enting that the failure to pass the shipping bill had prevented the
purchase of $40,000,000 worth of shlpﬁp;ng, which would now have been

worth $80,000,000, and which would have earned perhaps £100,000,000

while cal Ameri 1
obele beer;y;:fd. can goods at one-third the extortionate rates which

Now—

There are some who would think the promised profits dearly bought at
the cost of embarking the Government upon such a socialistic -
ment. But there can be none who wnuldp?hlnk it possible that if the
Government had A§me into the business it wounld not have prevented the
marvelous revival of the general shipbuildin industry. The Govern-
ment shipping would not have an addition to the oumtput of
672,106 tons of privately owned vessels, and would have been a paltry
substitute for them. No Government subsidy can be imagined equal to
the extortionate freights which led grimte capital at its own cost and
risk to make profits which were paid by the forelgn buyers of our four
billions of exports.

Four billions the value of our exports, and yet an emergency
such as to call for the Government engaging in the building and
ownership of ships. Think of it!

The salvation of the country from the undemocratic adventure into
Government ownership was pure gain, added to progress in shipping
which makes the proportions of the Go

vernment's proposals seem
ridiculously small. The Secretary 1s not to be blamed because he could
not anticipate that yesterday 1

would be officially announced from
Washington that tonnage of ocean merchant vessels being bullt
or ordered in the United States July 1 was 1,000,000, or onefourth

ater than that of vessels under construction In German yards January
, 1914, the date of the greatest activi

tg in bistory.
S Eglglg number of ocean vessels of more 1,000 gross tons being built

Unless the Secretary challenges the statement of the Burean of Navi-
?ﬁgn, how can he allow to stand uncorrected his words of last Satur-
ay?

And these were the words:

Of all the crass follles that were ever perpetrated on a nation, the
worst was the blocking of our efforts to begin the groundwork of a
great merchant marine.

I leave the words of the Secretary of the Treasury to speak
for themselves and leave anybody to judge of their truthfulness
in the light of our experience since the defeat of the ship-
purchase bill and in the light of what is transpiring in Ameri-
can shipyards.

Mr. President, I said this bill would not afford relief even if
an emergency exists,

By the terms of the bill itself we can nof buy ships of the
citizens of any of the several belligerent nations now at war.
This closes the doors to any purchases from Great Britain,
France, Germany, Austria, Russia, Italy, and Belgium.

The citizens of neutral maritime nations who have ships are
not permitted under their laws to sell. And our own American
shipyards, crowded to full capacity, have orders awaiting that
will require at least, according to all estimates, two years to
fill. Where will the Government buy and where will the Gov-
ernment build under the terms of this bill?

When would there be an emergency that in time of such vast
national indebtedness, involving appropriations for the year
amounting to $1,500,000,000, with the ingenunity of statesmen
taxed to the utmost to devise forms and subjects of taxation
to meet it all, which would justify a measure like this?

What, I say, would be the emergency that would in the eyes of
the American people justify this extraordinary proposal of
Government ownership involving $50,000,000 of expenditure at
the outstart and leading no one knows where.

When commerce languishes or dies, when prices wane and
profits fail, when business depression and stagnation exist or
are imminent, when these conditions assume the proportions
of a national evil all because the ships are wanting to get our
goods to the markets, hungry and anxious to get them, we may
then say there is an emergency, one that would justify us in
doing this thing for which there is no constitutional authority.
For power to regulate commerce is not the power to engage in
commerce or own the instrumentalities of commerce, and a
power like this not conferred should be exercised only in the
face of impending national injury, in the exercise of a power of
sovereignty which may be above the Constitution itself, but
which is akin to the law of self-preservation.
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But here we are; shipbuilding going on at a rate unparalleled,
exports in quantities and values beyond the wildest dreams.
American individual eapital, enterprise, and commercial genius
are doing it, and we are prating about an emergency that will
justify this vast expenditure, leading, as it will, to the discour-
agement of that individual initiative and enterprise in which we
have always boasted and which is the source in the last analysis
of all our greatness,

I feel like saying in common parlance, * Try it on.” Let
other great and beneficial measures of legislation go by the
board. Let the immigration bill, affecting deeply, as it does,
our social, industrial, and political life, the one great measure
which organized labor everywhere in the United States demands
for its just protection—let that beneficent measure go by the
board with the rest. “Try it on,” I say, and then make your
defense and your apologies to a people whose sense of what is
fitting, of what is just and fair to them, of what is a wise policy
for the Government, has been shocked and outraged by the time
spent in the effort and by the final passage of the Shipping Bill.

Mr. SHERMAN addressed the Senate. After having spoken
for more than an hour,

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, Lewis in the chair). Does
the Senator from Illinois yield to the Senator from Florida?

Mr. SHERMAN. Certainly.

Mr. FLETCHER, Will the Senator yield for me to submit a
unanimous-consent proposal in this matter? I did not want to
interrupt the Senator, but the afternoon is passing, Senators
may be going away, and in order to submit the proposal we
shall have to have a quorum present. I ask the Senator if he
will allow me to submit a proposal for unanimous consent?

Mr. SMOOT. I will say fo the Senator from Florida that if
lie proposes to fix a time for a vote I do not think that we are
yet ready for that.

Mr. FLETCHER. That was to be the suggestion.

Mr. SHERMAN. I will yield the floor probably in the course
of an hour. If I do not get through this evening, I would like to
have the floor in the morning.

Mr. FLETCHER. My proposal was to limit debate to five
minutes after 4 o'clock to-morrow, and the proposer of an amend-
ment to be allowed 10 minutes. That would bring us somewhere
down to about G o'clock.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Mr. President, I will state that nobody
in this direction can hear anything of the proceedings.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is complaint of the col-
loquy that the Senators can not be heard.

Mr. SMOOT, It would be hardly worth while to ask unani-
mous consent and have a quorum called if there would be some
one who would then object to the agreement.

Mr. FLETCHER. Will the Senator from Illinois yield for that
purpose?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Deoes the Senator from Illinois
understand that if he is taken from the floor by a roll call he will
lose his right to the floor?

My, JONES. I suggest that the Senator from Florida put off
his request for the present.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Illinois will
be taken from his feet and he will have to be rerecognized.

Mr. SHERMAN, If I would lose the floor, I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair desires to submit to
the Senator from Utah and the Senator from Florida this ques-
tion: The Chair recalls that a predecessor in the chair ruled
that where a Senator yielded for the call of a quorum he yielded

his place on the floor and would have to be rerecognized. The
Chair does not think that ought to be visited on the Senator from
Illinois unless he understands that to be the result.

Mr. FLETCHER. I withdraw the request for the present.

Mr, SMOOT. I will say to the Chair that since then the Sen-
ate has passed on that very question and a Senator now does
not lose his place on the floor by the interruption unless a Sen-
ator from the floor requests the Chair to enforee that rule.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair was only solicitous
that no wrong be done any Senator through misunderstand-
ing what is his right.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President, I wish to take exception
to the statement of the Senator from Utah. That is not the
rule of this body and never has been.

Mr. SMOOT. T agree it is not; I will say it was a ruling.

Mr. GALLINGER. A ruling.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair understands that
it is the disposition of the Senate not to have a Senator lose
his place by virtue of the call of a quorum. This oceupant of
the chair will certainly enforce that which seems more just
Does the Senator from Florida yield the floor to the Senator
from Illinois?

Mr. FLETCHER. I withdraw the suggestion and request
the Senator from Illinois to proceed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair recognizes the Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Mr. SHERMAN resumed his speech.
all about two hours and a quarter,

Mr. NELSON. Will the Senator be willing to yield to a mo-
tion to adjourn or to take a recess?

Mr. SHERMAN. Yes, sir.

Mr. NELSON. T suggest fo the Senator from Florida that
the motion be made either to adjourn or to take a recess. The
Senator from Illinois will yield for that purpose.

Mr. SHERMAN. I will yield for that purpose, with the un-
derstanding that I may complete my remarks in the morning.

Mr. FLETCHER. If it is agreeable to the Senzstor from Illi-
nois, I should like to have him go on until the usual hour for
recess or adjournment.

Mr. SMOOT. If the Senator is tired and does not want to
speak any longer to-day——

Mr, PENROSE. T do not think the Senator is tired, but his

is so impressive and interesting I should like more Sena-
tors to hear him, and I was about to suggest the absence of a
qQ. rum.

Mr. FLETCHER, I was going to make a motion to adjourn.

Mr. PENROSE. Very well, if the Senator is going to move
an adjournment.

Mr. GALLINGER. I was about to suggest that if it is prac-
tically agreed that we shall vote on this bill to-morrow, we
ought to take a recess in place of an adjournment,

My, SMOOT. It will not make any difference.

Mr. GALLINGER. Yes; it does. If we adjourn, we shall
probably consume an hour or two in routine morning business
and matters connected with it.

[Alr. SHERMAN'S speech is printed entire in the Senate pro-
ceedings of August 15, 1916.]

Mr. FLETCHER. I move that the Senate adjourn until to-
morrow at 11 o'clock.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6 o'clock and 10 minutes
p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow, Tuesday, August
15, 1916,-at 11 o'clock a. m.

After having spoken in




		Superintendent of Documents
	2017-10-16T10:51:29-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




